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PREFACE 


The following pages embody the results of my studies 
spread over a number of years on one of the greatest branches 
of Indian Philo
ophy, viz. Advaita Vedanta. The greatness 
and vastness of this branch were at the outset somewhat over- 
whelming to my liinited powers, but it was the inspiring 
advice, guidance and schooling of my teachers that embolden- 
ed me to undertake and execute the work. I may here recall 
WIth a sense of genuine pride and fortunate satisfaction that 
it was through a chance interview wih that great savant of 
India of recent memory, the late lamented Professor Surendra 
Nath Dasgupta, that I got an idea of planning' my researches. 
It was in the year 1951 at Lucknow that I happened to meet 
the late Professor Dasgupta in connection with the XVI 
SeSSIon of the All-India Oriental Conference. That was my 
first and last meeting with such an intellectual giant. In 
the short lime that I had this rare opportunity to meet him, 
he advi
ed 111e to study the original texts of any School of 
Vedanta of sankara'
1 following and bring out a logIcal treat- 
rnent of the problems and theories. That was all that I 
gathered al thi
 meetIng, but that was like a flash of light in 
IllY obscure path of research. When I caIne to Calcutta I 
planned that I should under lake the study of at least the 
Paiicapiidzha ,lud the Paiicaplidlzkiivlv,ara,na a
 far as I could, 
and then WrIte a the&i
 on this School. I started my studies 
under Profes"or Satkari Mookerjee, M.A, Ph.D.. the then 
Asutosh Profe%or oE Sau&krit at the Calcutta Univer&ity and 
now Direttor 01 Nalanda Pali Institute. My revered teacher 
,approved of my plan and c.halked out my line of studies. I 
cannot adequately cxprc
s. in words my gratitude to him for 
his help, advice, 
uidancc and interest in my studies. It has 
hcen mainly lor him that I have been able to present the 
foIJowing pages before the learned world. My work was all 
along planned by him and ha
 been execuled by Inysel£ with 
his approv.tl. 
My studjc
 a
 clnhodied in the following pages are 
ub- 
stal1tially a thesis 
ubmittcd to the University of Calcutta for 
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D.Phil. degree in the Faculty of Arts. The thcsis was unani
 
mously accepted and recommended for thc confermcnt of the 
degree in 1956. The monograph is mainly a study of two 
dassics of post
sarikara developnlent of Advaita Vedanla, 
referred to above. But as a first attempt to ::,ystematic study 
of the School, fonnulated in the two classics" I had, ou.t of an 
academic cpmpulsion, to be more faithful and concentrated 
to some of the fundamental theories of the School. The first 
Var1Jaka of the P a ficapadlik1i and the P'aficapad 1 ik1ivlv'ara'l)a is 
practically the pillar and fountain of Advaita Inetaphysic and 
epistemology. The deepes:t recesses of Advaita are adum- 
brated and elucidated therein. All the later Advaitist dia- 
lectics, polemics, logic and epistemology hover round the 
interpretations of this chief current of sarikara's tra.dition. In 
this respect, it is undeniable that the first Varnaka ' gives us 
the different crucial problems and their answers It is also 
true that the subsequent Var1Jakas give us, some of the con- 
firmed tenets of Sarikara's Vedanta in an elaborate tllclnner. 
But when once this attempt of the study of the fundamentals 
of Advaita has borne some succes,:, in faithful and conscien
 
tious pre
entation that the other aspects in the School can be 
taken up. I have in vie-wI such a future attcIllpt to complete 
my sludies, which I hope to cxecute in not very di,;tant future. 
It i
 worlhwhile here to rcmelnber that this study has also, 
whenever occasion has demanded it, presented the interpreta- 
tions of later commelltators like Akhal}
anclnda, Visf.lubha! to- 
padhyaya and VIdyara1).ya, citsukha, Praka
arthavivarana- 
kara and Madhusiidana. Thus it has been somewhat, within 
limited precincts, a comprehcn
ive and cOlnparalivc evalua- 
tion of the Advarti
t theorie'i iI1 lhe ]ighl of these commen- 
tators, each having some kind of peculiar light to throw to 
interpret the theories. I subnlit that I have been faithful to 
Padmapada and Prakasatmayati but J also claim to have tried 
in my humble way to interprefl thcln. My ccntral thC1I1C ha" 
been pinned. to the cardinal doctrine of Advaita, vir. B1(JhJ1lllll 
as Pure Consciousness is the priIllus of our Bcing, Knowledge. 
and even Bliss, which I bave followed up, a
 faithfully as 
possible. 
There have been some lr
lJ)
]ati()n
 apc! expo.;it tOth of 
'Some works or authors of thi" School Dr Saile
'...\ar 
('n .111<1 
Prof. Suryanarayana Saslri have jointly publhhcc1 ,1 (uJl 
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,excellent English translation oi Vldyaral).}a'S VLVarat
alJra- 
rneyasa'1hgraha, which I have consulted freely wIth pro[LL 
Dr. T. !vI. P. Mahadevan'
 recent revised edition of the work 
The PluloJop'hy oJ AdvazLa with 5j)'fJCwl 1'eJeTence to BhliratI- 
lz'J {ha-Vldyiiranya has also becn consulted. l\foreover, as by 
,every researcher on Indian Philosophy, thc monU111ental Hzstone> 
of Indian PhIlosophy of Prote

or Radhaknshn an and Profe
')or 
Dasgupta have been freely con.,u]ted by nlC, \Vhcrevcr I ha,e 
accepted, with or without qualifJcation, other work." I have 
appropriately quoted fronl, or referrcd to them. 
Lastly, it should be a travesty lr I do 110t ac.l.nowlcdgc 
that the great Sanskrit -,cholar. :\lahanlahopJdhyaya Dr 
Jogendra Nalh Tarka-Sankhva-Vcclanla-tlrlha obliged IDe by 
allowing Dle to sit at hi., lcel to dear TIlany a passage on anv 
occasion I sought the help of his Inature and vcnatilc 
erudition. 
I IllUSl, in fine, adnlit th.lL thc printing oJ the 'work h.LS 
left much to be desired and improved. .But I may a')sure thc 
scholarly reading circle that the work had to be hurried 
through and I waS' an il1cxpericnced proof-reader. Moreover, 
the highly technical nlattcr of the diacritical marks was a 
problem in proof-reading in this my first vcnturc. Beside
, 
SOll1e unforeseen circumstances in the tampering with the 
stackcd books have taken away, at places l , frOln the quality of 
the get-up of the work Hence" in 1:Ipite of all 111Y good intcn- 
tions, what with my limited technical knowledge and what 
with natural phenomena sonlelime,; not predictable, the pcr- 
fection in printing and gct-up has been incomplete, To make 
up for the printing lapses, I would crave the indulgence 01 lhe 
scholarly world to refer to the rather copious ETraia at the 
'end, correcting the lapses in the body beforehand for felicity 
in correct reading. I admit that it 'will be something to tax: 
their patience and tirne, but r trust in their goodwill towards 
an imperfect fellow-scholar If in future a Second Edition is 
required, I am assured that the failures in the technical 
idc 
in this Edition will be like the pillars of success in that side 
in the next. Considering (111 thesc prcIinlinary iI1lperfeClion
 
in printing. and get-up. the work, even for the Incrit it is worlh, 
<auld not be priced hi
her. 
Gauhati University. India, l
R\TI'\DRA KU:\fAR SEKGUPTA 
October, 1959. 
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CHAPTER I 


A Ralzonal App'1oach Towards the Study of Vedanta: 
The Logu.al Path G
 its Background. 


To give a SUillIl1ary of the main conclusions and arguments 
c
lablishIng on IlIOSt solid grounds the interpretatIOns of 

arikara'
 B1ahma
ut'}abh1i
\ya as put forward in the VivaraI).a 
Sdlool, it is worthwhIle to try to begin with the end (vzJaya) 
ot Vedantic sludies. Padmapadadirya at the outset of his work, 
PancajJ1idzka, notes WIth precision what ought to be the end 
and object of commencing the study of Vedanta, and how far 
sailkara in his Introduclion to the Brahmasutrabha
ya 
(adhy1isabh1i.\ya) hac; hinted at thenI. It is customary In Indian 
tradition to bcgin the study or a work or system being infornled 
01 its obJcu «()z
\aya), end (prayoJana), competent subject 
(adh'lkliun) and the relation (sambandha) between the work 
and its object. These four have conle to be known as the 
anubandhacalu
staya or the four necessary pre-conditions of the 
sludy of a work. Hence Padmapada very rightly hints at the 
nlorc e
1:Ielltial pre-requisites, viz., object (vz
y.ayaJ and end 
(Prayojana) of the study of Vedanta through the Brahmasutras 
and Sailkara's commentary thereon. He is rather cryptic, for 
he says that Sailkara has hinted at the object and end of 
Vedantic studies in his adhyasabhli1ya by taking the cue from 
the first sutra of BadarayaI).a (ath1ito B1"ahmaJlJii1isa; Br. Sut. 
1/1/1). But it is Prakasatmayati, the author of the 
Paiil.aP1idt"kavzvarar.za, who has taken pains to bring out the 
full Implic.ations of sailkara's adhy1isabha
ya v'ls-a-v'ls the 
Brahmasulra. He has shown with masterly analysis that the 
lIrst BrahmaJul ra rcferred to above unmistakably points to a 
logical discursion (vzcara) of the highest truth of Vediinta; i.e, 
Brahman, for, he says, to infuse into the Inatter-of-fact sfU
.a 
the property of an injunction we have to add a word with an 
injunctive suffix. and that should be in his opinion 'kartavya' 
(ought to be done). Now with regard to the knowledge 
(jiiana) or will (iccha) there cannot be any injunction. Know- 
ledge takes its own course without any injunctive co-ercion, 
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for the conditions of knowledge being fulfilled it must arise. 
Will for knowledge, too, cannot be extraneously commanded 
by any injunction, for it is purely a psychological phenomenon 
which arises when we have knowledge of something that sti- 
mulates our curiosity as something valued on its own account 
.or as an instrument of some valued end. Will for an unknown 
.object is not valid will, but a 'dream' or a 'wish' which has 
no locus standz. Hence the two part
 of the word jzjii1is1i J viz., 
jfi1ina (knowledge) and icch1i (will) cannot be the desired object 
of injunction as pre-supposed in the word kartavya (ought to 
be done). Hence Prakasatmayati says that the word refers 
logically to vicara (discursion) which is related as an intermedi- 
ary process with the above two meanings, just like pincers, 
because it is the outcome (sadhya) of will but the progenitor 
(janaka) of knowledge. Thus the first Brahmasiltra logically 
refers to the injunction of vicara and hence naturally to that 
of the Vedanta doctrines for which the sutras are composed. 
But it does not stop there, for the vzcara it advocates is for 
the true knowledge of Brahman (Brahmajfiana) as the means 
ot complete Liberation (mok
as1idhana) to the sincere seeker 
after Truth endowed with all the qualities (sadhanacatu
ta- 
yasampan,nasya), who is the competent subject (adhik1irzn). 
This in fact is the implied but logical meaning of the first 
Brahmasutra and the adhyasabha
ya of Sailkara hints at the 
end (prayojana.-viz., Mok
a)l, for, both these, i.e., object, 
viz., Unity and end, viz., Liberation may be plausible and true 
if our whole empirical life is shown to be the result of a 
false, illusory, super-imposed knowledge (adhyasa). SaIikara 
has shown this unmistakably in his adhyasabhasya by pointing 
to the life of bondage (the empirical life) as false, illusory, 
and as due to super-imposed knowledge of the empirical upon 
the transcendental Reality (adhyasa due to avidya)2. This 
fact of the super-imposed nature or illusory character of the 
life of bondage has been logically established by showing its 


1 mok8().8adhanabrahmajfiiina1la-{Paiicapadtka1;tua1.a1lam-Cal Sans Series 
K 0 1 P. 23 -Henceforth "" IH be shortened as V 
 / OIla
l a and will refer 
to t,he same EdItion). 
2 {,(j,
trol!1Jr]ra1l1 bll a7U1J1//,ttatigayap7ayo1a1lalJottL ap7 atyanil.'asya ba1ldlUJ- 
B /fii I'; rlytitmal"ah am mrd
8at bha
yad'l..'ayarh 1:i8ayaprayol ane pratipii.da1latiti 
-(V1./'07ana, Pp 26-27). 
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lak
al)a (defInition), 
ambhavana (po
sibility), sadbhiiva (ex- 
is
ence) and pra1na
za (proofs) in the adhyasabha
ya of Sarikara. 
As to the fust Brahmasutra which gives the cue to the 
determination of the object and end of V edantic studies
 
Plaka
atnlayati traces the origin of this sutTa to the 
Upanisadic injull(J.'lon of sarava1')a (Atma va'rre d1a
tavy
1J. 
S1 otavya
l etL III B? hada1 a
lyaka U pam 5ad 4/'5/6) to one who 
has c.ompleted Vedic studIes as enjoined in lhe Vedic dictum 
jvadhyayo'dhyetavyah. (TazU. AT. 2/15), and realized appa- 
rently the import ot the Srulzj referring to AtmadarSana (d. 
.iitmanl vZJnaLe sa1vamzdam vz}fiatam-Brhad. Up. 4/5/6 
.etavadare khalvanLJ talvarn etc.-Brhad. Up. 4/5/15), but his 
.discursive faculty does not stop there, as he tries to unearth 
the true implications involved in such knowledge" viz., the 
competent subject, the true object and the real end. These 
three anubandhas; i.e., adhzk"iinn
 vz
aya and p'J"ayojana are 
hInted al III the Snt12j theulsclves, but the logical thinker 
seeks the lazson d'elre of these Vedic truths in a dialectical 
form for which Badaraya:q.a inItiated the logical method, viz." 
nyayaP1-aslhana in his B1ahmasiUras by the first aphorism, 
o,thalo Brahma}zjfiasli. 
The next question which is basal to the study of Vedanta 
is the discussion regarding the nature of injunction in the 
Upanisadic passage: UAtma va're dra
tavyaJ:t srolavyo 
rnantavyo l1zdzdhyasztavyaJ;zm (Brlzad. Up. 4/5/6). The dia- 
lectical process of Vedantic studies take their origin in the 
injunctive precept, viz., Srotavya. Praka
atmayati has taken 
great pains to show that the necessity of comlnencing Vedantic 
studies lies in the fact that the summum bonum of life appears 
in the true Realization of Self (A tmadarSana) and hence the 
ways and means towards that goal are worth-knowing. Thus 
though the perpetual injunction (nityavzdhz) as envisaged in 
1:he Vedic precept svadhyayo'dhyetavyalJ, (TazU. Ar. 2/,15) is 
.at the root of studying and understanding the V edas (on the 
part of the twice-born), still Prakasatmayati holds that know- 
ledge or Realization of the Self (AtmadarSana) as the summum 
bonum of life is possible, only through the injunction noted 
above. As to the ways and means indicated in the three steps 
<or stages, viz., srotavyaly,; mantavyalJ, and nidzdhyasilavy

 he 
takes sravana as the principal one, the two others as auxIhary. 
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Here Prakasatmayati strikes a new note by showIng that 
the ongin of VedantIc studIes is lh the InjUnCtion of 51ava'Y}a,1 
though the perpetual adhyayanavtdht g'Ives the (.ue to Vedk 
studIes in general. To hIm SlaVa'f}a is the prIncIpal lllcentlvc 
towards AtmadatSana" and 1nanana and ntdzdhyasana are sub- 
servient to it (phalopakaryange). The Schoo l ot Bhamat "i 
initiated b Vacaspati MIsra (9th. Cent A.D". who wrote the 
ti a
 VIZ., .Bhamati 011 e rahmasutrabha
yaJ however, traces. 
Vedantic studies on the logical and dIalectical plane to the. 
adhyayanavzdhz as the studIes of Mzmamsa have also the same. 
injunction at their origin. Srava'f)a" manana and nzdtdhya- 
sana are not the fountain-heads of the Vedantic dIalectical 
studies by way of injunctions. Nor even is Srava'f)a the prin- 
cIpal means towards AlmadalSana. Thesc pertain to the ken 
ot Jfiana or knowledge, purc and sImple, where no injunctive 
force can exist. Knowledge arises as soon as the (.onditlons 
of It are fulhlled.. Hence what these three stages can do is 
only to show the way towards the Realization of the Selt 
only indirectly by focussing our attentIon on several indireu 
methods. Srava'f}a is responsIble, according lo thc Bhlimatl. 
School, for an indirect (parok
a) knowledge of Self, as the. 
nleans of knowledge is mediate; manana is also responsible for 
such knowledge that is indirect, but by nzdtdhylisana which 
engenders constant concentration upon the Indirectly realized 
Self, t.here arIses an immediate (pratyak
a) knowledge of it. 
Hence nzdzdhyasana is the principal organ of the knowledge 
ot the Self where Srava1Ja and manana are se(.ondary. But all 
these three are never the object of any injun<.tion, but are 
only objects of factual statement (vzhztanuvadaka). 
Prakasatmayati has taken enormous pains to establish his 
view of the whole matter by way of a sohd defellcc of the 
injunctive character of the Upanisadic precept Srolavya. Hi
 
Inasterly analysis of the nalure of vzdhz and whether any vzdll1, 
is plausible in the matter of BrahmaJiiana leavcs one in no. 
doubt about the immensity of the task. He faces his opponents' 
cogent arguments very logically and establishes his view tha
 
here in 51aVa'f)a there is the stamp of a distinct vidhi even 
though it is meant for BrahmaJiiana. 
Before entering into an examination of this question it is. 
worthwhile to discuss in a nutshell the implications of vzdhi 
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.and its different vanetles. 1 'he l\l1marosakas say that vzdhl 
or injunctIon luakes it obligatory upon man to perfornl an 
act which is not otherwise required to be performed. The 
nd.ture at vzdhz IS to nlake known that which is beyond any 
other Inean
 of knowledge as being conducive to a spedne 
efiect (aPiaptajJ1iipako vzdlnh). There are three such vldhzs; 
viz., apurva; nzyama and pansankhya. Apulvavzdlu enjoins an 
aCl lor a 
pccibc pUl'po
e 101' which no other med.ns ot know- 
ledge i!' cver <-apable 01 doing so. As d.n eXd.nlple they cite 
Ihe injunctive precept-agmhOl'1am Juhuyiil !)vaigakamaf). 
Here by en joining upon thc pcrson desirous 01 heaven the 

a(rifIce of agnzhoti(l., the Si ulz becOlnes the sole mean
 of 
kIlo'wing this cause-and-cffett relation between the sacrifice 
and its cffect, heaven By nzyamavzdlu it is suggested that out 
.of several alternative Ineans to get a desIred result, only one 
is enjoined at the cost of others. Example: vrzh'tnavahantz. 
l-icre to get the rcsult of the separation or husks fronl rice 
in order to prepare sac..rificial cakes, pounding (avaghlita) of 
paddy is enjoined. Here other methods such as separation 
by nails having been the good alternative Incans to get the 
same result, only avaghlita is cnjoined. In parisanllhyavzdhz 
we get an injunctive precept by which other probable alternative 
means of performance for a specific purpose arc discarded, so 
that one such alternative l11ay stand. Example: parka 
paficanakha bhak
yal:z. Here the precept enjoins the eating 
of the flesh of only five five-nailed animals like the hare, by 
entirely prohibiting by implication the eating of the flesh of 
others like the monkey, so that in the matter of the cating ot 
the flesh of five-nailed animals, some alternative animals are 
prohibi ted as being unfit for consumption. 
Nzyama or RestrIctive Injunction has got primarily a posi- 
tive significancc eithcr for empirical knowledge or scriptural 
in.structions. A positive injunction to have rccourse to one 
altcrnative fadlitates the achievement of the task. The exclu- 
c;ion of thc other alternativcs follows by implication, as they 
are mutually incompatible. The adoption of one course 
of action naturally precludes that of the others from the 
nature of the case, e g., pounding is exclusive of other opera- 
tions. But parzsankhya has only a privative significance. 
Here the alternatives are neither mutually exclusive nor 
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incapable of satisfying the end, severally or jointly. The very 
fact that there is an express InjunctIon regarding a course 
01 actIon which naturally presents itself and for the adoption 
of which an express injunction need not be necessary, is such 
that, it makes obligatory that the other alternative courses are 
to be relinquished. In the example cIted above, man has a 
natural tendency to satisfy hunger by consuming food. The 
express injunction that animal-tood should be selected from 
these fIve types implies the prohibItion of others. The posi- 
tive performance is not determined by this injunction but 
either by natural inclination or another precept. It only puts 
its seal of approval on select kInds and its purpose IS only to 
ban the other kinds. 
Prakasatmayati in his V ivaJ al}a and VidyaraQ.ya in his 
Tlzvara1Jap,ameyasarhgraha have discussed at length whether 
at all any vtdhi or injunction is plausible in the matter of 
Brahmarfiana, and if so, what kind of injunction it ought to 
be. As to the first question it is doubted whether any adr
ta- 
phala or unforseen merit is possible in Brahmarii1ina. The 
question rises from the fact that the nature of the vzdhis is to 
engender some adr
ta or apurva in the specific act it enjoins so 
that the sum-total of apurva in the whole act (like sacrifice) 
may be realised. Without reference to any such adr
taphala 
the vidhzs lose all their injunctive force. Hence here in the 
matter of Atmada1"Sana or Brahmanjifiina t4ere should be 
recognised the presence of some such adr
ta in the injunctive 
precept (vzdhz) of Srava1Ja. But it is evident that no amount 
of adr
taphala is required in the present case where only known 
causes (like srava'lJa) are suffi.cIent. But Prakasatmayati says that 
in Brahmarnana also there is immense scope for adr
taphala, 
for it is to be achieved through the adrsta of all works merging 
in to knowledge. These pieces of adrYl a conduce to the des- 
truction of evils antagonistic to BrahmaJiiana as is indkated 
in the U panisadic texts like avidyaya mrlyurh tlrlva; tapasa 
kalma
am hanti. Even in the Vedic injunction, svadhyayo' 
dhyetavya
'l (Taztt. Ar. 2/,15) the rvliluamsakas rocognise the 
presence of adr
?aphala for the knowledge of dharma which 
otherwise would not accrue if it were not kno'\o\on to be the 
result of sauificial acts known through the study of the 
Vedas by which an adrsta accrues to the dharma Hence all 
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such sacrificial acts pre-suppose the nzyamadr
ta in the study 
of the Vedas. VidyaraJ..1ya in his Vzvara'fJaprameyasamgraha 
points his finger well on this point and refers to the passage 
in the Gzla in which the piida, viz... sarvarh karmakhilam 
P1irtha Jiiane parzsamapyate (GUa 4/33) occurs.. and shows 
that the word akhzlam over and above smvam refers to acts 
like Srava'fJa etc... over and above sa<..rifices etc. Hence all 
a<..ts enjoined in the Vedas including Srava'fJa are conducive 
through their respective adr
ta to the generation of the sum. 
total of the knowledge of the Self (A.tmadarSana) which is 
the highest aim of Vedantic studies. 
More serious objections to the recognition of vidhz in the 
context of Brahmajnana or ..-Itmadarsana have been skilfully 
met by Prakasatmayati and Vidyaral.lya. To start with the 
objections.. firstly.. to recognise the existence of any vzdhi in 
the context in which the injunctive formula Atma va're 
draJtavayaJ:t srolavyo mantavyo nzdidhyaszlavya
1. has been 
read.. it will be going antagonistic. lo what the Upani
ads speak 
of Brahman or Alman as being the Independent Principle of 
Vedantic knowledge; for.. Brahman or Alman becomes depen- 
dent upon what is the pnmary meaning of the injunctive pre- 
<..ept, i.e... dra
tavyaf:t. The Mimamsakas regard the suffix 
(fJratyaya) to be of the primary import while the prakrtz or the 
root becomes secondary in significance. Brahman; too.. becomes 
secondary and not Independent.. for here darsana (the mean- 
ing of the prakrlz) is of the secondary significance while the 
meaning of the vidhi (pratyaya) is of prinlary signIfi<..ance. 
sankara himself has refuted the presence of any vidhz in the 
context of A.tmadarSana in B'J'. Sut. 1/1/4: kl,marthani tarhi 
vidhzcch1iyasparfini vakyanz? This charge does not stand, 
for in recognising the presence of vidhi in the precept 
d1astauvah it is indeed true that Brahman becomes secondary 
in 
ig
ifi.cance while the vidhz itself becomes priInary. But 
when we consider that Brahman does not become subject to 
the import of vidhi in Srotavya
 we can very well recognise the 
vidhi in that precept. Brahman is always the Self-dependent 
Principle of Knowledge (darsana) [d. svapradhanaPhalabhuta- 
darSanavise
a't)am-Vivara'fJa P. 35] to which It becomes a SeIf- 
realized Goal. Hence in recognising vidhi in Srava'fJa by regard- 
ing darsana as the goal of Brahma-hood where Brahman stands 
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as the most Primary Principle, we do not fall into any pitfall 
'o£ Mlmamsa dialectics. Prakasatmayati and Vidyaral}.ya have 
thus met the objection of contradiction with the Bha
ya of 
Sankara on BrahmasiUra 1/1/4. 
Certain other objections crop up when we recognise vzdll1, 
in the Upanisadic context. This is a serious objection, as the 
defect of vakyabheda in the same context (p'fakara1)a) is 
antagonistic to the real implIcation of the whole contexl. 
There are two kinds of elwvakyata-padazkavakyatli and 
vakyaikavakyata. As to the problem of ekavakyala; the 
Mimamsakas have discussed whether we can reasonably 
attribute two meanings or imports lo a single tnaka'Ta'(la or 
subject of discourse. The problem arises from the examina- 
tion in lhe arthavada adhzkara
1a (fI,lZm. Sui. 1/2/1-18) whercin 
a detailed analysis as to the import of the arlhavadas or 
sentences of eulogy or caluInny are read along with the vzdhzs 
or the Vedic injunctions. After prolonged discu
sion the 
Mlmamsakas have arrived at the conclusion that 
uch 
arthavadas have no independent imports of their own, nor 
can they be reasonably said to have them; for that would 
imply splitting up of the import of the vzdhz which 
primarily attaches itself to it in any prakara1)a The general 
Mimamsist standpoint as to the vzdhz (injunction) is that it has 
a Sabdi bh1ivana; viz, a three-fold reference to the explicit 
injunctive connotation in any particular formula, such as, the 
object (the which-kzm), the man (the doer-kena) and the means 
(the how-katham). The arthavadas only express the praise- 
worthiness or not of a particular injunction-be it positive 
or negative, and there the third element (the how-kalharn) 
is only related to it as being eulogised or calumnised. 
Thus Parthasarathimisra, in his sastradzpzka, very force- 
fully shows that the arthavlidas are secondarily (lakya'Y)ay1i) 
to be related with the vidhis so as to make them val id 
in so far as they come within the import of the vzdhis 
to enjoin or prohibit any act. If the arlhavlidas were regarded 
primarily to have been full of independent imports, that would 
surely have made them responsible for the splitting up of the 
import of the vidhi. But they are secondarily (lak
a'Y)aya) 
in unison with the vidhis and are therefore not redundant 
.or unnecessary. They only add eulogy or calumny 
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.(.5tutyar lhav1ida or llzndarlhavada) to the inlport of the object 
.of vzdhz; 
uch as devata; dravya) yaJarnana etc. This explana- 
tion of Parthasarathi is based upon the Mlm Sut. '1/2/7- 
vzdhzna tvekavakyatval styutyarthena vuthanam 
yuf:z [d. 

vlidhyayavzdhzl eva ca pray 0 janavadar thapar yavas1inam bodha- 
yan praSa.5tyaparataya vzna tadallupapatte.5llitpa1yarne)arn 
bodhayatz-tat par yaaa lak .r;ana.5 Zd(Ull
l ta t..aScazkavakyatlla nz" 
yatlu dr

{oJrtha
l .5v1idhyaylidhyayanavzdhzna J nu.5artavyo na 
tadvaSenar thakalpanetyuklam lal .5alyam; lak.
a
ulwJ pyarlho 
drsta eva. (S1i.5lradzpzka Pp. 6-7; Nirnaya Sagar Edn.)J. The 
probleIll ot ekavakyala or having onc priIllary import In a 
.vzdhz parkara'lJa (a chapler on a Vedic inJunctIOn) has been 
.more clearly shown by K!J.al).g.adeva in his BhattaTahasya. He 
has shown that in such a Vedic sentence as Viiyurvaz 
k
ept
thii devata (Wind IS the most swift-moving Deity), the 
(l1,thavada or eulogy shows that the result of the vldhz to 
,",orship Him, viz., gift of any desired end, takes such an 
.eulogy as cOIning wIthin this prilnary import. What the 
.arthavada does, as here, is to exprcs& that J'Ziyu makes a gift 
-at the desired end Inost quzckly. (d. sa ca vakyarthah 
h
sepz
( hatvadzgur;zako Vayul;t svadevatakakarmaJanyarh phalanL 
SIghram prayacchalUyevarhr upa
-BhaHarahasya; P. 23, con- 
jeeveram Edn.). Khal).dadeva further shows that there is 
another pertinent instance of a1 thav1ida as in yaJamanal;t 
prastaraJ:z (the sacrificer is a handful of dar bha-grass. He 
says that we have to admit here a secondary import (lak
ar;za) 
in prastara (darbha-grass) to Inake a unifornl inlport in the 
wholc sentence. This lak
a1Ja makes the primary import of 
the 
acrihcer augmented by the import o{ the grass by which 
the former is praised as defying all obstacles (valavadanz
- 
{iinanubandhzlvarfipa5Iulzlak.r;ar;z1i). Thus the tWO imports are 
related with a verb (akhyala-'as' or 'to be') in order to indicate 
their real meaning in the injunction, whkh is always achieving 
the desired end (zJtasadhanatvarn). KhaJ).g.adeva, however, takes 
this stand as a hypothesis, for he shows later on that there is no 
need to admit a lak

ana or secondary import in the sentences like 
this: yaJamanah praslarah. On the contrary, there should be an 
.ekavakyala by admitting two ali.hyatas or verbs in such senten- 
ces. Thus by splitting the sentences into twain by the admi- 
'Ssion of two verbs, we can nevertheless relate them into a single 
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sentence
 and this is what is known a
 vakyalkavakyata 
(d. vastutastu akhyata-dvyayasattve vlikyabhedasylido
atvena 
vakyalak
a1J1iy1irh pram1i1J1ibhlivalJ, tena 
yaJam1inaJ:t prastarab/ 
ityadau vakyaikav1ikyatevpz na klicitk
atzlJ,-Jbzd, P. 25)
 
Unlike this kind of ekavakyalli; viz., v1ikyazkavakyata, there is 
another instance of ekavlikyatli, viz.
 padazkavakyata. Here 
there is no need of splitting up of the sentence due to two 
verbs accompanying two substantives
 but there is merely a 
lak
a1Ja in the whole sentence wherein the padarthas (imports 
of words) are related to vzdhi accompanied by the likhy1ita. 
(d. tena yatraikasmzn pade prasastyaJak.r;a1)amangzkrtya 
tasyeta'fapadarthanvayamangzkrtya vakyart haparyavas1inarh, 
tatrarthavadavidhyorv1ikyaikavakyata. yatra lu na tatha sarvatra 
vakya eva pr1isastyalak
a1Jamangzkrlya padarthavi.dhayopa
thi.. 
tasya vidhyakhy1it1irlha evanvayat vzd.hY'arth'avadayO'
 padai
 
kavakyateti yuktamutpaSyamalJ.-Ibid
 P. 25.). It comes out 
from these subtle Mimamsist analyses that when there is a 
uniformity in the real meaning of any injunctive formula,. 
which as has been already indicated above, is always i
tasa.. 
dhanatva (achieving the desired end), even after the separate 
ilnports of the injunctive and the euphemistic sentences have 
been expressed, there is a vakyaikavakyata. But if there is 
somehow the import of the euphemistic sentence prominent 
and is not separately to be expressed by any separate verb in 
a sentence but is somehow related wIth the verb of t lJ.e 
injunctive sentence, there is padaikav1ikyata. 
Prakasatmayati and Vidyaral).ya have shown that this 
defect of vakyabheda has been accepted under special cir- 
cumstances by some Vedantins and Bhaqas and Prabhakaras 
alike. The primary implication (Parama-tatparya) of the 
whole context and the secondary implication of the vidhi 
(avantara-t1itparya) which is nothing but the generation of 
adrsta, have been recognised and there the vakyabhedado..fja 
has perforce been held at bay. A particular School of 
Vedantins has recognised the implication of Brahmajn1ina in 
the passage (tametarh Br1ihma1Ja vedanuvacanena vividi
anti 
yajnena-Br had . Up. 4/42) which is the primary implication" 
and also its secondary implication of yajfia (sacrifice) etc., as 
being enjoined (vzhita) in the Vedas has been recognised. 
Thus there is a twofold implication even in the primary 
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import or Brahmajfiana here and as such no vakyabhedado
a 
if) present. Similarly, the Bhattas have recognised vzdhz in 
holdIng the samzdh (sacrificial stick) over the sacrIficial pot
 
viz., ,HUV (adhast1il samzdham dharayannanudravet upan Ilz 
devebhyo dharayatz.; APastamba Srauta-sil.tia: Pitrmedha- 
sfUra). Here the holding of the samzdh over the s
uv has 
been acc
pted in the case of agnzhotra sacrifIce consecrated to 
gods (dazvagnzhotra) though it is read in the context of 
pr etagnzhotra where one should hold the samidh under the 
sruv. Thus by the dictum vidhistu dhara'1)e' purvatvat 
(Mzmamsasil.tra 3/4/5) there is a distinct vidhz in the uparz- 
dhara1)a (holding above) of the samidh. (cf. Brahmasiltra 
3/4/20 and SaIikara's Bha
ya on it). Prabhakaras, too, have 
rccognised separate vzdhz in the same context (tisro 
1atrzrvratarh caret. afiJalzn1i va pzvet. malavadvasasli na 
sarhvadet-Taittirzya Sarhhzta 2/5/,1). Here in the context of 
darsapil.r1}amlisa sacrifice there is a distinct vidhi in the 
performance of vratas by a woman in her menstrual course. 
This is indicated by the dictum pr1igaparodh1inmalavad- 
1JiiSaSa
l (Mimarhsa-sutra: 3/4). So there is a clear case for 
the Advaitins to recognise the implications of vidhi in 
Srava'1)a; although there is the apprehension of vakya- 
bhedado
a in the context of Brahma]fiana, for such recogni- 
tion of the secondary import of vidhz in the primary import 
of a particular context is accepted in other systems, specially 
in both schools of Mimamsa. The long and short of the 
whole argument boils down to the fact that vidhi can be 
recognised in a particular sentence (vakya) which is of secon- 
dary (avantara) import although it is read in the context 
of a particular section bearing the primary import (pa rama - 
t1itparya). The defect of vakyabheda does not stand in the 
way of understanding the full implication, if we train our 
eves to fix on what is primary and what is secondary in a 
p
ticular context. Other v'iikyas (v1ikyaikavakya) may be 
appended to the primary v'iikyas of a particular section, yet 
separate vidhi and separate implication of a secondary nature 
may be recognised in the former without least violence to 
the primary implication of the whole section. 
Prakasatmayati has hinted at the injunctive character of 
srava'Y}a by referring to a different sruti-passage avoiding the 
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dear one upon whIch our discussion started, viz., Srotavya 
etc. He hds referred us to the following passage in the 
Brhada1anyaka Upanz
ad: tasrnad B
ahma1Ja
l p(1)q,ztyam 
nzrvzdya balyena listhasel
 balyafica pandztyaiica nzrvzdyatha 
;hunz
l; amaunafica rnaunaiica ni
vzdyatha B1ahmat}alj, (Brhad. 
Up. 3/5/ I). Here the four words as shown below are of 
spedal slgnihcan<.e which has been ac<.eptcd by sankara 
himself. Pli1Jq,ztyam
 biilyarn and maunam (munily,) refer 
respectively to S1"ava'1'}a) manana and l1zdzdhyasana and they 
have been described a
 the means to be<.ome BTahma1)a
 i.e., 
Selt-reahzed or A tmadarSZ. Thus understood. prakasatmayati 
has shown us that even if we do not regard the commonly 
accepted passage, i.e, srotavya etc., as being the source of the 
1Jidhz) we may well ac<.ept this passage as such. But 
Prakasatnlayati has apparently shown no reason as to this 
switching-off and Akhandananda In his T attvad"iPana has also 
remained reticent. But the real situation has bcen brought 
home to us by Visnubhattopadhyaya in his commentary, viz., 
RJuv'lVara1Ja) and Vidyara:Q.ya in his Vivara
zaprameya- 
samgraha has perhaps supplied the cue. Visl).ubhagopadhyaya 
has said that in the precept Srotavya we can very well connect 
the suffix (Pratyaya) to BrahrrlaJiiana even without any inJunc- 
tion (vzdhz) in it, for in the matter of BrahmaJfiana; Sravar;,a 
can be regarded as a means fit (arha) for it. Hence no 
'necessity will arise as to making a vakyab heda in recognising 
an injunction (vidhz) in the precept, Srotavya. Vidyaral).ya 
too has upheld such an explanation for adducing a reason 
as to the switching-off of the injunctive formula (vidhyayaka 
vakya) with reference to {ravana. Here, therefore, we cannot 
escape the clear character of an injunction in forms like 
nirvzdya
 tisthaset etc. Prakasatmayati and VidyaraJ).ya have 
-shown that Badarayana has accepted the vidhi in Sravana and 
saIikara has explained the terms par;,ditya
 balya and mauna 
(muni) as referring respectively to sravar;,a, manana and 
nididhyasana. 3 VidyaraJ).ya has moreover substantiated this 
position by showing that the repetition of the vidhyayaka 


II Of Rwlunasi"itTo, 3j4/47-sana!((i.ryantaTal.idlul" 1Ja'k
(U,!,a trtiyam 
tad I afo I ulltyiidil at; Smt!w1'abltusya on Jt: '/Jid.1l'''i.sa'hal.:r1ri'l}o mauna8l1a 
lJallJapiindit.IJUl ad 1 i(lltlTeI i1sTay£tal val". 
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vakya with regard to fravm;,a 7 as Srotavya etc., and tasmad 
Brahma1J.ah pa1J.4ztyam nzrvzdya balyena tz
thaset ete., in the 
same branch (S1ikha) of the Brhadara1J.yaka U panz
ad IS meant 
tor giving the force of validity to the injunctive character ot 
S1 ava1J.a. Repetition for substantiating what has been pre- 
viously recommended is not an error of prolixity but is a 

ource of validity. Thus the injunctive character of S,avana 
i& not to be regarded as a mere imagination. . 
Vidyara1).ya has brought in a very fruitful discussion 
about the possibility of nzyarna vzdhz in the Vedic precept 
Alma vli're dra
tavyalJ, srotavyo mantavyo nzdJdhyaszt(lvyal;1. 
This discussion brings out the nature of vzdhz in srolavya and 
the logical possIbility of such vzdhz. It has been admitted 
by Prakasatmayati that the vzdhz here IS restrictIve or nzyarno 7 
though not in so many clear terms. The restrictive character 
01 the srava1}avzdhz is evident from the fact that the alterna- 
tive means to Brahma]'fiana; viz., £raVa1J.a7 r.estncts only itself 
tor the realization of the end, and hence the other alternative 
methods are excluded by implication. This is the true 
significance of Prakasatmayati's analysis of the possible 
unforeseen merit (adnta) attaching itself to sravana in order 
to be able to restrict itself as the sole means towards the goal 
of BrahmaJii1ina. This discussion has been elaborately made 
above, and it has been shown that in the matter of Brahma- 
Jii1ina too there is the scope for such adr
!aphala helping an 
alternative means to restrict itself only towards that goa1. 4 
Vidyara1).ya in his Vzvara'f}aprarneyasamgraha hab tried to 
show fronl the opponents' point of view that therc is the im- 
possibility of recogllising a nzyarna vzdhz in 
rava1Ja
 for he 
points out that in the matter of Brahrna]fflina there is never 
any possibility or other alternative methods than those enunci- 
ated in the Srutz 7 viz., Sravar;a J manana and nzdzdhyasana. 
The knowledge of UnqualifIed Brahman dawns upon the 
aspirant through an intuitive realization made possible by 
these Vedic injunctive processes. To this apparcntly strong 
charge of the opponents Vidyaranya adduces the arguments 
from the AdvaitisL standpoint to prove that thc possibility of 


atmatattl)iiparok
asya 8a? v lid? stasadhyatL.asya 
 aT. $yarnr1?}atl ad- 
al:aglbiitiidi"Vadublboyartllataya 1)idhanopopatteh -(1;r

'ara
a, P 34) 
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,ntyama vtdhi is in no wise impaired by such a charge; for he 
.shows that though there is no possibility of other alternative 
means for the knowledge of Unqualified Brahman (niroise
at- 
ma]'nana)1 yet those alten1ative means are possible in the 
matter of BrahmaJiiana as such (sadhara'f}akare'f}a) and there- 
fore 
e excluded by implication from the field by the restric- 
tive character of srava'f}a. He shows that even in ordinary 
.cases of ntyamavtdhi) as the pounding of paddy (vrzhznava- 
hantz), there is also from the view-point of real sastnc inJunc- 
tion no possibility of other alternative means for the fact that 
pounding alone is accompanied by the unforeseen merit 
(adr
ta) which makes the paddy capable of being used in the 
sacrifice, and such paddy, to be a part and parcel of the sacrifice l 
should therefore be the object of pounding and of no other 
means. Hence other alternative means too are not logically 
possible in the case of such paddy, the husks of which are 
desired to be separated. Hence Vidyarat:lya concludes that 
even so in nzrvzse
atmarnana the alternative means are either 
unnecessary for the establishment of the nzyamavzdhz in 
J'1ava1)a or are to be regarded as possible in B1ahmaJiiana as 
such (as known by mind etc.), as the alternative means. to 
separate husks of the paddy consecrated to some sacrifice are 
possible only gene1ally in paddy as such. This analysis of 
\"idyarat:lyal therefore l brings out that the Advaitist admission 
of niyamavzdhi in srava1)a is justifiable. But he seems to have 
supplied the cue of such analysis from the Advaitist stand- 
point to Akha1).dananda and Vi
1).bhagopadhyaya, for the latter 
have also discussed this problem in their works, the Tallvadz- 
pana and the 1J..juvivara'f}a respectively. Akha1).gananda has 
shown us that in savzse
atma jiiana or the knowledg
 of 
Alman or Brahman as qualified and not as Pure Unqualified, 
there are alternative means other than srava1Ja) such as per- 
ception (pratyak
a), and hence in the matter of Brahmajn1ina 
as such, these alternative means are well plausible. But as to 
the question whether in the knowledge of Unqualified 
Brahman (nirviSe
atmajfiana) these alternative means are pos- 
'Sible Jl he says that from the fact that they are plausible in 
Brahmajnana as such, they are to be taken as such here alsa 5 . 


:I kimtitmaj1ltinamtitre sii.dhantintaraprapti1}, uta nirvHe
atmain.ane? 
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Vi
I).ubhattopadhyaya too in his lJ..Juvzvara1'}a has said that the 
possibility of the alternative means is from the viewpoint of 
a general act and this is equally true in the case of pounding 
and Brahmarnana.6 
Padmapada in his Paficap1idika has referred to the neces- 
sity of the Ady1isabha
ya of SaIikara with reference to Brah- 
marnana. We have shown above the propriety of this Intro- 
ductory Bha
ya of sankara and have said that it is necessary 
as illustrating the object (vz
aya) and end (p1ayojana) of 
Vedantic studies. That object and that end are the necessary 
corollaries of the very first BrahmasiUra (athato Brahma)Zjiili- 
sa), which, by t.he word atha, expresses the competent subject 
(adhzkarin) in such inquiry. Padmapada now shows that 
the whole of the Adhyasabha
ya and not any part thereof can 
suffice to bring out these, i.e., object and end. Knowledge of 
the unity of the Universal and the Individual Self (atma!kat- 
va) being the object and annihilation of the false knowledge 
of duality responsible for the eternal cycle of births and 
deaths (anarthahetolJ, praha1Jam) being the end, of Vedantic 
studies, we cannot stop short of showing that these two are 
not possible until all our empirical life of an active nature is 
shown to be due to adhyasa, i.e., a false, super-imposed know- 
ledge of the not-Self due to its false identity with the Self. 
If our empirical life were not shown to be a life of duality of 
the subject and object as implied in action (kartrva) and 
enjoyment (bhokrtva), which is false and illusory as being 
super-imposed on the knowledge of unity of Consciousness, we 
could not have shown that there is any necessity of commenc- 
ing Vedantic studies having for its object atmazkatvajiiana 
and end anarthahetolJ, praha1Jam. If our empirical life were 
all real, if the duality of the subject and the object were as 
true as the unity, then Supreme Knowledge as envisaged in 


nadyal}. savise.satmariiane. pratyalel}adiprl18arat (lLitiye:pur
i'Ye
u _ 'I.'ri!L:8u 
da1anadyapraptava'P
 vrihimatre daZanad
prapte'l mya'l1wvanntrvtge$
tma1nane. 
8adhanantarapraptavapt anyatra 8tidhanantarapraptermymna tt1. tulyam 
(Tatt'Uadipana, Oa.l. Sa.ns. Series No 1., P. 34.). . 
nanu nirvisesatmajfiline na te
am praptil) atal1, leatham myamab,? 
mawarn. apU7'dy
v7'ih1lJlt aaZanarJ.Jjo'(J7'aptal:api niyamadar
aniit, _atha 
sadhara'T)akare'T)a prapti1nape.le8ya tatra ntyamal1, tadatri1p1. 8amtJ.'l1am 
(QJuvwara'T)a. Cal. Sans. Series No.1, P. 34). 
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the Vedantic studies would never have found it possiblc to. 
flash out negating all empirical life as false and illusory, for, 
knowledge, however perfect, can never negate a rcal object
 
Hence Padmapada and prakasatmayati have harped on this. 
tune pretty long to establish that adhylisa or false knowledge 
at the Self due to the superimposition of the not-Self on it is 
the starting-point in Vedantic studies whic.h aim at the anni
 
hilation of all false knowledge for the flashing out of the 
Supreme Knowledge of Unity. Prakasatmayati has also, 
shown at length that knowledge cannot negate any object 
really present by way of its association with it either as vi.w;r,ya 
(object) or 1iSrita (dependent). For, true knowledge can 
negate the false, superimposed knowledge of an illusory nat.ure 
covering up the real knowledge. He adduces srutopapattt or 
srut'iirt hapatti as the valid means of knowing the eternal co- 
existence of true knowledge and removal of false knowledge, as 
envisaged in determining the falsity of our empirical life as 
the effect of such false knowledge Thus the nec.cssit y of the 
Adhyasabhasya lies in t.he fact that it serves as the 7.l1Jodp/tfila or 
introductory basis for the determination of the truc Ineaning of 
the tantra or the thesis of the whole Bha
'Yfl as originating fronl 
the first B'rahmasuiro J as it Inakes Vedantic studies po'\sible at 
all by founding on solid grounds the objec.t and end of such 
studies through the logical establishment of ad hvasa 



CHAPTER II 


AN EXAMINATION INTO THE SUPER-IMPOSED 
KNOWLEDGE (ADHYASA)-ITS TENABILITY & MATE- 
RIAL CAUSE OF NESCIENCE (AJNA.NA). 


The next iluportant question discussed by Padnlapada 
and Prakasatmayati is regarding the nature of conflict (viro- 
dha) between thc Self (asmat) and the not-Self (yu
mat). 
Salikara has shown that these two objects are in eternal con- 
flict like darkness and light; hence he has endeavoured hard 
to establish that these two objects nevertheless beconle illu- 
sorily mixed up and therefore arises all our empirical life of 
falsc knowledgc of the not-Self as the Self. This is his thesis in 
thc Introduclion (adhyasabha
ya) and hencc the necessity of 
Vedantic studies. But he seems to have erred at the very out- 
sct by bringing in the analogy of darkness and light ill this 
context. PadInapada has hinted at this apparent error of 
judgment and Prakasatlnayati has elaborately discussed the 
problenl. Darkness has been hailed as the absence of light or 
of visual perccption of colours due to it. Hence they are 
naturally in ctcrnal con:fl.ict and therefore one cannot assume 
the naturc of the other (ilaretarabhavavat). One is positive 
(hght) and the other is negative (darkness), and therefore it is 
quite in the fitness of things that one should exclude the 
other from the same field of existence (avasl hana) and conno- 
tation (pma,\j)(l11i1 mala). But the Self and the not-Self are 
both positivc eXIstent.s and hence there is no logical necessity, 
on the analogy of light and darkness, that onc should always 
<)1) exclude the othcr. Akhandan£lnda in his TaflvadljJana 
has shown that in the case or iight and darkness thcre i
 this 
nat ural conIlkt of a positive and a ncgative object (bhlivabh1i- 
11(J'fU1Ja-virodha) and hence they can mutually exclude each 
other. But in the case of the Self and the not-Self, two 
positive entilies, there Inay not be any logical necessity to 
infcr thal they necessarily should always exclude each 
th:r 
hecause of thcir ('onflicting nalure, for here the conflIct IS 
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not mutually-exclusive due to their positive and negative 
,character like light and darkness, but is due to their own 
intrinsic nature (bhasaka-bhasya-vzrodha). Such different 
natures, without mutually-exclusive characters, can vcry 
well overlap in existence, and therefore Sarikara's contention 
that lit is not ordinarily possible without the rec.ognition 
.of adhylisa for such overlapping to take place, becomes feeble. 
"'.fherefore Padmapada, Prakasatmayati, VidyaraJ).ya and 
others have taken up their pens to establish that darkness is a 
.positive entity like light and is not the negation of it. Hence 
Padmapada has hinted at the impossibility of the contention 
.that darkness is a negative entity by saying that in their case 
there is not the sahanavasthanalak
a1Ja-vzrodha; but there is 
parasparanatmatalak
a1Ja-vzrodha. Prakasatmayati has shown 
elaborately that darkness is a positive, not a negative, entity, 
,and it can remain at the same field of existence along with 
light. Thus the discussion regarding the nature of darkness 
in such polemical works of Advaita Vedanta having ap- 
parently scanty significance, assumes gigantic iInportance as 
sarikara has connected this question with the fundamental 
'problem of adhyasa. 
Padmapada has hinted at this question of the nature of 
. darkness when he says that there is no sahanavasthana-virodha 
or conflict of non-eo-existence between light and darkness, but 
.there is the more deep-rooted conflict of mutual exclusiveness 
(parasparanatmatalak
a1Ja-virodha). His intention is that 
,darkness and light co-exist as in a faintly-lighted room, as 
.heat and shade under a tree, and hence darkness is not the 
negative of light. But there is a conflict Inore deep-rooted 
.as of two independent entities and hence one implies the 
absence of the other. Darkness is a positive entity like light, 
.but these two are in eternal conflict and hence one excludcs 
the other. Similarly the Self and the not-Self, two positive 
,entities, 1i
"his kind of conflict; hence these seem to be 
,outside the ken of illusory knowledge of one (not-Self) super- 
imposed on the 'other (Self) and vice versa. This apparent 
absence of any adhy1isa has been postulatcd by SaIikara in his 
Adhyasabharya of the Brahmasutrabhli
ya on the analogy of 
light and darkness as the view of thc opponcnts (purvapak..
a 
or sank1ipak
a). In fact, SaIikara starts from here and adtnits 
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that adhYo'Ja is not apparently postulated when there are 
.two positIve objects of eternal conflict. 
The arguments of Padmapada, Prakasatmayati, Ak.haI}.<Ja
 
:uanda and VidyaraI).ya as to the positive nature of darkness 
may be summed up very briefly. Padmapada has shown that 
light and darkness nlay co-exist and hence they have no 
Jalzanavaslhana-vzrodha. But it is prakasatmayati who is 
very analytic in counteracting the VIew that the paraspara 
llalm.atalak-?a
w-virodha as envisaged by Padmapada between 
the Self and the not-Self may well be possible without the 
.analogy of light and darkness in which the latter is the nega- 
tive of the former. Akhan<Jananda also elucidates this point 
in his T attvadIPana. The conflict between two objects aris- 
ing from their lnutual exclusiveness (sahanavaJthana-Iak
at.za 
or paraspar1inatmatalak
a1Ja) due to the positive-negative 
.character (bhav1ibhavatmata) of thenl is not the conflict 
between the Self and the not-Self; for here we look forward 
to a conflict of anti-thesis due to their own intrinsic nature 
.as between two positive entities. 7 That conflict (paras- 
par1in1itmatalak
a1Ja-vzTodha) as suggested by Padmapada 
touches the core of the problem of adhyasa. This, therefore, 
is the true note sounded by Padmapada, and Prakasatmayati, 
AkhaI}.dananda, VidyaraI}.ya and others have harped on its 
tune to show that darkness and light have conflict not due 
:to their negative-positive-character, but due to their instrinsic 
nature, as these two are positive entities like the Self and 
the not-Self. Thus the analogy of light and darkness, in 
.explaining the possibility of adhyasa between the Self and the 
not-Self where ordinarily no such adhy7isa would be possible 
due to their intrinsic divergent nature, has been apt, the 
former being of the same nature of having no conflict in co- 
tCxistence as being both of a positive nature. 
1 In this conflict of two positive entities there may very wen be 
co-existence (sahtivCUJthtina) but there cannot be any partaking of the 
.character of another entity (paraspartitmatfi). But in t11e conflict of o:t'1e 
positive and a.nother negative entity, there cannot be also the first 
'Possibility. Here the Advaitist writers from Padmapa<1a have therefore 
shown that in the case of light and darkness there IS only the latter 
impossibility but not the former, :for these two are positive entities. 
Hence in the adl1.yii.8a between not-Self and Self there is cnly the indica- 
tion of the second impossibility, but not the former. 
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Praka
atmayati has shown that darkness is not a negati V(" 
entity, because it has fonn (1 upa) and volume (avasthlina- 
bheda) whKh are directly perceived by us. A negatIve enlity 
cannot have these two characten
ticb. The fonn (t upa) oi 
darkness again doe3 not necessarily pre-suppose the tactile 
characteristic (sparSa), as air (vayu), though tonnless, has the 
other characteristic of touch. Again. if darkness werc the 
negative ot light, then It could be the negative of either 
some particular light or the totality of lIght ill the universe. 
But ""hile the second alternative is impossible on the vcry 
face of it, the first alternative cannot suggest that there will 
be darkness when a lalIlp is put out or is not lighted in a 
brightly-lighted place, for here also there is the absence ot 
hght (a particular lamp) but 110 darkness. Here the oppo- 
ncnts nlay say that the OpposIte of darkness, i.e., bright light,. 
being present cannot account for darkness; hence darkness. 
should pre-supposc the conlplete absenc.e 01 its opposite. 
Such a view has been controverted cOIupletely by AkhaI.l
Hi- 
nanda in his Tallvadzpana where hc point':! out the fact that 
the c01nplete absence of the opposite Inay be said to aC<'01ll- 
pany the pl1igabh1iva (absence at the tilDe of non-origination} 
of darkness before a single lamp IS lightcd, but cannot then 
be said to accompany pradhvarn\iibhiiva (absence at the tinle 
of destruction) and vzce versa; to say that itaretarlibhava 
(mutua] excIu
ion) is acc.ompanied by the c01npletc absenc<: 
01 the opposite is absurd, for even it therc i:-; cnough light 
therc is nalwally lhe nlutual exclubion betwecn it and dark- 
ness v..'hich inevitably should be known. Thus have Praka
at- 
mayati, Akhandananda and Vidyaral).ya cstablished the arg-u- 
mentative side of the positive nature of darklles
. 
Vidyaral).ya in his Vtva'ta:najnameya,l,ati1{.f1aha has. ho\,. 
e'er, gone a little further in discussing the vaIidit) of any 
inference in establishing the adhyliMl bNv,ecll the Self and tlw 
not-Self. SaJikara has, by way of thc admi:.,:.,iol1 of an ap- 
parent impo
sibility, at the outset ha'i !'h(H\ 11 that like lig-hl 
and darkness, two opposite entities. there <.annot apparel} t I> 
appear any adhy1isa or false know1edg-c of thc Ilot-Sdf as tIlt' 
Self and titre versa. But this is £ldnlission of all apparcnt 
anomaly and he has taken grcat pains to c:.,iab1ish the funda 
mental ic;!mc hc has in view in his [)VSlt'l11, vi,.. lulll)I1i.m.. 
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l)cldInapada, Prakd:satlnayati dnd Akhal.l<;lananda have intcr- 
j)reted sankara's adhyasa and its possibility between the Self 
c1nd the not-Self, though seen1ing to be hnpossible, in support 
of the ground
 ot such admission. The seeming inlprobability 
01 ad hya
a has been only adnlIued on the analogy of light and 
.darkness, two opposite entities, by these authors and they 
.concentrated Inore on the establishment of the possibility of 
fldl1ya.sa. But VidyaraI).ya has shown by inference the impos- 

ibility of adhyasa in face of the view of the opponents who 
have logically argued the fallacies in such an inference. 
Vidyaranya has tried to prove the proposition: "Self and not- 

elf are devoid of any mutual super-imposition of their respec- 
.rive natures (tadlitmyadhyasarahztau) like light and darkness:' 
l-Ie has, moreover, shown that this inference is possible 
])ec.ause of the faLt that Self and not-Self are of quite opposite 
nature, being designated by two different tenus like a51nat 
..lud Yllsrnat. But opponents have argued that &uch an infer- 
Icnce is invalid, for the Self and the not-Selt as envisaged here 
.cannot be p'0ved by lnferenLe as having the characteristic of 
tadatmyadhyasmahzlatva; if by these tenns the COffilnon or 
l\1imamsist or even Vedantic conceptions are Ineant. Self and 
not-Self as c.01nn10nl y understood refer to the body and the 
.external object respectively, but these are not the objects of 
.UlY adhyasa and consequently of adhyasabhava. Even the 
l\1imaU1sist conception of Self as the enjoyer of all fruits of 
attions and not-Self as the body and organs does not envisage 
any adhiii{iibhava between them, for both are of the same 
(Jaej,a) naturc. Even the Vedantic conception of Self as Pure, 
Unqualifted Consciousness and not-Self as anything super- 
imposed on It, cannot logically make the former a<; being 
designated by any specific tenn of referenLe like asnwt and 
hence cannot envisage adhyZis1ibh1iva between these on the 
ground of their different specific de
ignations. 
Herein VidyaraI?-ya's logical analysis of the impo
sibility 
of adhyasa (t1idlitmylidhylism"ahitat1.1a) reaches a stage where 
any postulation of adhyasa becomes unnec.essary. Impos- 
sibility of adhya\o has been regarded as the pre-conditional 
'P0
tulation for c&tablishing adhyasa, but the fonner seems to 
be a question of irrelevant postulation for the fact that Self 
and not-Self, in whatever way conceived, cannot be regarded 
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as ever coming within the purview of absen(.e of adhyii.sa as 
tried to be proved by inference. But VIdyaral
ya shows that 
in the Vedantic conception there IS the pOSSIbIlIty of absence 
ot adhyasa due to theIr difterent nature, tor Self, as con(.cived 
here, though cannot be designated by any specl1l<:. tenn, is 
regarded as such due to its reflected existencc all the Ego. 
VIdyara1).ya has shown that the Self and the not..Self are. 
designated by difterent terms for the fa(.t that the fonner alone 
is the determinant (vt
ayzn) of the latter (vz
aya). 
Herein is the clue to the whole philosophy of adhya.sa as 
advocated by sankara. VidyaraJ.?ya has tacitly followed In the 
iootpnnts ot his original predecessor Prakasatmayati 111 expos- 
ing the irrelevancy of adhyasa between the Seli and the noL- 
Self as the opponents' very solid ground of argulIlent only to 
prepare their own ground& of establishing that adh yZisa IS a 
fact based on very cogent logic and metaphysics. Prakasat- 
mayati also exposed that adhyasa between Selt and not-Self is 
not possible on the ground of their avowed dIssimilarity. 
This dissimilitude (sadrsyabh'iiva) and (.onsequent absen(.e of 
adhy1isa (adhyas'iibhava) were, however, not seriously objected 
to on the logical ground of the opponents' exposure of 
fallacies to such inferences, leading to an almost impossible 
postulation of any adhya.s1ibhava also, leaving the two entities 
merely on their mutually-incompatible natures, as has been 
done by VidyaraJ.?ya. But Padmapada dnd Praka
atmayati 
have admitted silnply that adhyasabhava is a nc(.cssary postula- 
tion on the ground that neither the Self nor the not-Sclf has 
any possibility of similarity which is a pre-condition to. 
adhyasa. Such being the acceptance of even Vidyaral1ya who. 
bas very creditably met opponents J arguments secking to make 
the two entitieS-Sel£ and not-Sel£-as nlcrely two indcpcndent 
incompatible entities without any neccssit y to postulatc their 
initial adhyasabh'iiva) it was imperative for Padmapada and 
his followers to strike at the very clue to adhy'iisa which is the 
foundational doctrinc of their system. Padmapada has said 
that although the not-Self as the Ego etc., is always designated 
a
 though the Self (aham) and the Self is beyond any such 
spatio-temporal designation, still the not-Self is designated as. 
the not-Self (yu
mat) on the logical concept that the Self 
(asmat) is reflected on and thus enlightens, as it. were, the- 
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not-Self (yu
mat) wherefrom flows the super-imposed know- 
ledge. The Self and the not-Self, though appearing as 
difterent on the fac.e of them, are really always appearing as 
identi:hed due to an adhyasa between them. The clue to the 
problem of adhya.sa is thus enlightened by Padmapada and a 
whole host of hIS .followers has explained this phenomenon 
in their own masterly ways. Padmapada and Prakasatmayati 
have tried to establish that there is the possibility of super- 
imposed knowledge (adhyasa) between the Self and the not- 
Self, although it is to be an impossible proposition due to, 
their dIfferent nature. They have shown that in adhy1isa 
there is no necessi t y of simIlarity to be an indispensable factor 
for it. N ow in sopadhzka bhrama (illusion due to an adjunct), 
thcre is no need of any similarity, for here the bhramajfi1ina 
is a purely borrowed one (as in lohitaf;, sphatzka(l = the' 
c.rystal-stone is reddish). But in the nzru.padhzka bhrama 
(illusion as due to no adjunct) there is not the indispensability 
of this factor as smile imaginary similarity as between two, 
similar smells (where there is no real similarity, for smells. 
have no parts) can rather serve as the desired cause, or even. 
no such similarity is at all necessary as in the .false knowledge- 
01 "this conchshell is yellowish" (pztaf;, sankhal;). Thus they 
have shown that even the Self being reflected on the Ego can 
be falsely identIhed with the not-Self as the enjoyer, mind- 
body etc.., for the fac.t that the Self as the only Reality can: 
be the object 01 false knowledge due to its reflected 
existenc.e on the Ego. This false knowledge between the Self 
and lhe not-Self is an eternal truth and IS the cause of all 
spdtio-temporal life of actions of hurnan beings. There i') a' 
vicious cycle of the Self as falsely identined with successive 
aspects of the not-Self and It is anadi lokavyavaharanzmittam 
according to sarikara (as aham manu
ya(l-I am a man) Here 
there is no neccssity of similarity between the Self and the 
not-Self, for herc is no indispensability of this factor. 
Padmapada and Prakasatnlayati have dehnitely opined that 
false knowledge (adhyasa) is due to ignorance or nescience 
bel ween the real and the unreal, and does not necessarily pre- 
suppose similarity between theln. It is the nature of a 
l,osztive ignorance lo make possible this super-impose
 
n0.w- 
ledge even without any similarity. Sin1ilarity or non-slmIlanty 
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is not the ,Hne qua non to adhyii
a but ouly a pObitive ignor- 
ance of the real .1nd the unreal, the tran
cendental and the 
phenomenal. 1\ 
VidyaraI)}a has elabOlatcd this interprelation by showing 
that adhyaMl" though lOgic...(llly .111 indeternuuatc phenonlenoll 
<1
 admitted by the Ad\allhts themselves inJ.sInuch .1S it is held 
to be outside any log!cJ.1Jy (lnalytic deternlination (anHva- 
.calll)'a), is po
sIble and is .l phenomenon ot our ernpiric.tl 
life. Here, therefore, he has come out in full force of h i
 
argUluents that adhyasa cannot be dCllled between the Sdf 
and the not-Self on thc ba&is of non-similarity between thc!}}. 
lIe has ably analysed t.he placc of siInIlarity as a nccesbary 
factor for false knowledge both in 
opadllllw bhrama and 
nit upadhzka bhrallla" and has shown that not only in the 
fornler, but also in the latter, simiIarit y is an advcnti t ious 
.condition of adhyasa" for the real spring for it lies III its 
Inaterial cause which is, according to the Advaitists, a]ffiillfL 
or ignorance. 
Herein con1es up the very vital problcIll of Advait(l 
Vedanta for which its masters have produced volumes of argu- 
Inents for its valid establisluuent. Padlnapada and Prakas
it- 
mayati have very ably taken up their pens tor the saIne pur- 
pose and have handed down a rich legac.y of their dIscursive 
analysis to later writers of Advaita dialectics. The probleul 
concerns itself with the nature of the Inaterial cause (upadiina- 
haraJ'}a) of adhyiisa which has been held to Ge an eternal 
nescience (arfiiina) covering up the individual sel£'& ({i'(la t ,,) 
consciousness (Jnana) as the real essence of all cxperiencc of 
multiplicity and plurality. This postulalion of the preseut e 
of a]fiana as the matcrial <.ause ('l.lpacliina-klil111W) of all false 
knowledge of multiplicily has been supported by argmJlents 
01 valid proofs by Padmapada and Prakasdtmayati. But the 
more vital issue raised and solved by thelH is about the 
nature of ajnana which they postulate. The issue bC{()IHCS 



 1/([ Il,a,lJat
'atn,' sadJs.lJa1n Irj'dl,:I/ii8alletltll, kl1ltl(lJ/I(t/ltltyattrd
(//(I(I€l' 
jlUli/am, tatlt{i ('a l na yogall-Nmatam mitlll/fiJ'ft(illoj}(ic!{il/mil l.'(111Jatl (idana- 
1/ yat 11((' uldliat(ldan l'a1f(J/..lJatlrel.'al'at I r(el, ii, II pal.'Jw.bridlwl. () 1,(lr/,lI if at I (' /'lati. 
lriifllatt"ild1 ((; na lladel am na tatZevam yatllii IWli/matam I aHtu. (Ptal.'(l- 
,tii)tlulI'il'mana-Ed T R Chmta1l1ani, Vol. I; P 6.) Of also 8arhskM'{m- 
"sr() Itaka, 1/27-30. 
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a pClplexing one when one gocs on to J.nd.l}
e the granl- 
tnatical Inealling of the word whi<..h lual.es it a negative entity 
(pllinabhavalllpa 11/,) In the Ad"aita llletdphysic.., it is not su<..h 
..111 cntity, but a po
itivc (bhliva-rfipfl1J1) one, for it doe") not 

ubs<..ribe to the thcory ot <..au
ahty of the negative like the 
Madhyamik.ls and the N}aiya}i.Lh. 
1'hu
 understood Advaita VcdantJ. prcadlc
 "ehelnently 
the j)OHtZ-l'e C::>...hlC}1<..c 01 fLjfiaJlfl a
 the jHlilujJlfl eterna 01 all 
knowledge of ulllltip1iClt} .lnd nc"cr (1') ,t negative entity 
\\'hkh is only the ab5erHc 01 true lno1.dedge P.ldlnapada hd.s 
hintcd at the positive (haracter of Gjnaua bv 
howing thal it 
is a blind pnnc.iple (Jakll) 01 aVldya or nescience of the indi- 
vidual 
eH, "'hId) is falsc (JJ1zl hyii) through and through. 
l.raka
atmayati elaborately di&cus&es the subjeLt and fIrst 
establishes that it h lhe materi.-lI <..ause (up1idana-/
lirana) of 
ru.lhyasa. He meets the objcc tion
 regd.rding it only as the 
£IIJ,,>elHe 01 true knowledge (la/t1 1 tljlVinabhnva) a
 equIvalent to 
the ,lbsence 01 the <..ontlkting powcr of true knowledge 
(p'Jalzbandhakabhlivu) towards lldh)'asa. He rejccts the view 
ot the Nyaiyayikas that 1JJallbmulhaka or hindrance i
 merely 
the absenc.e ot Cd.u
C of the ongination of ')oJnething, but 
idc
 
with the .Mlmd:m
aka
 that in JJt(.l,llbandlwka the cau
e of 
non-origination h ')iulult.lueou") WIth the c.onditlOns of origina- 
tion (pll,s/ullak1il ane hz 
alz h1iJ)' 0 tpadavl 1 odlll pralzbandhakam 
-V1Valana P 89). But true knowledge is not the cause of 
non-originatIOn (fnal1balldhalw) of adhy1iwl in the scnse thJ.t 
it (.mllot be 
iInultancou
 with the <..oudIlions of origination 
,of fldh'Ya\{J
 
u<..h as, imperfc(tiol1
 of the body or 1111n<1. 
Pr<lkJ.
atm,tY,lli thu
 SOW!) the seed., of thc pO!liuyc charac.ter of 
{JJfiiillfl Jor the fa<..t thal he repudiates the, lew that it i
 the 
(oudition of adhvn'ia a
 the negatzve entJty like the abseIJ<..e 
of tIue knowledge His anah'li') 01 the <...lll
ality (kliranatva) 
{jf flJfj]ina toward
 Mlhya,sa lea"cs one in no doubt in estabh')h- 
in
 that It is really the jJO\1!lve (ause and not a negath e 
,('onditioll Thil) \'iew of <..,1u')ality, as accepted by all Schoo]., 
.:>! Indian l)hilosophy, revolve
 round thc distin<..tion of 'cause' 
,and '(onditioll' The (.luse i
 alwaY1> the self-eslabli
hed 
(anyath1isuldhl.0inya) ,Hue qua 11011 precede
t to th
 effect; the 
"condition' is pre( edcl1t to the effect ao; beIng posslb
e. by .the 
megatzon of smne other object antagonistic to Its onglnatIon, 
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or as the temote antecedent determIned by another antecedent. 
Again, Prakasatmayati has tried to repudiate the causality 01 
adhyasa in other objects like the Self (Atma), Ego (antalJ.- 
kara1)a) or the physico-mental lInperfeCtIons (do
as) with equal 
vigour by 
howing that adhyasa is not the transforniatlon 
(parz
lama) 01 any of these obJec.ts, but a false creation having. 
It
 foundation in the positive aJiiana and i& thcreiore an 
appearance of the RealIty thus appearing. 
Vidyaral}.Ycl has taken greal paIns to elaborate this theory 
Ly showIng. that aJnana is a positive entity responsible for all 
false; super-Imposed knowledge of our empirical life. He has 
shown that thi
 aJ11ana is in no WIse a negalzve entity as the 
absence ot hIndranc.e (pratibandhakabhava) or as the absenc.e 
ot an opposite entity (vzJodhzsarnsalglibhava), but is the 
positive 111atericil cause (upadana-kara1Ja) of all adhyasa. 
Vidyaral}.ya has ably elaborated the cue of Prakasatnlayati that 
the Self (Atma) or the Ego (anta
kara1)a) cannot be the trans- 
fpnning cause (parz1)amzklira1)a) of adhyasa by saying that 
though the Nyaiyayikas and Sankhyas respectively take thcse as 
the source of knowledge, yet the Self cannot bc a transforming 
entil y nor can the Ego have any <..ontact with the object which 
h false through and through. Vldyaranya shows that these 
opponents urge that the false cognitIOn of the two pieces of 
knowledge (Jifiinlidhyasa) is due to the transformation of the 
Self or the Ego, as these are the seat of all knowledge. The 
false knowledge of lhese two objects (vz
ayadhylisa) may postu- 
late a prInciple like aJiiana for the fact that here after the 5uper- 
imposition the knowledge arises in the Self and for the matlcr 
of such super-imposition a principle of a]'n1ina may be nece&- 
sary; but in the Jfianadhyasa the super-imposition between, 
the objects having been accomplished by ajnana, the false 
cognition of the two pieces of knowledge .uiscs due to the 
tlansformation of the Self or the Ego, thc seat of all other 
knowledge. Vidyaral}.ya like Prakasatmayati says th.1L these 
arc absurd propositions for the simple fact that false know- 
ledge having been assigned to the Ego, the Self could never 
have attained true knowledge for which purpose thc Self, not 
as a transforming cause, but as the seat of ajfiallfl; the pnncipia 
elerna of all false knowledge, should be accepted to explain 
fldhyasa. 
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Vidyarar.lya has Inorcover ably met the antagonIst
' view 
that aJiiana or absen<.e at knowledge as is indi<.ated in phrases 
lI.ke 'I aln Ignorant' (ahalJ1,aJfia
l) IS the negation 01 knowledge 
al) such (Jrilina
limiinyabhava) a
 dIrcctly known and realiled IlL 

uch experieIlLcs. He has shown that the thesis 01 Advaita 
V cdanta that it IS a positIve entit}' and never a negatIve one is 
Justihed by COgCllt diale<.tiLs. 'The problem beC01l1e5 keener 
when we conSIder that abhava or ab5euce of something has 
bccn explained variously, epIstemologically and ontologIcally, 
b) different Schools of IndIan PhIlosophy. VidyaraI}.ya has 
harped on a very lively tune to repudiate the views of Nyaya- 
VaI
c
ikas and Bhaga-Mimarhsaka
. While abhava is admlltcd 

/) a separate category by both these Schools, yet there is a 
wide epistemological chasm between theIr Views. The former 
uphold that jfiiin1ibhava (absence of knowledge) is the object 
oi direct perceptual c.ognitlOn, and hence there is never any 
posItive Jfiana as is indicated in experiences like 'I am ignor. 
ant'. The latter, however, advocate that abhava is never an 
object of perceptual knowlcdge, but is known through an indi- 
rect and separate nleans 01 knowledge, viz., anupalabdhz. 
Hence they also helvC to admIt that such experiences as 'I am 
ignorant' being directly realized as matters of perceptual cogni- 
tion should point to a positive entity and not a negative one, 
for on their own showing an abhlivavastu (negative entity) 
(annat be dire<.tly realized (pr'atyak
a). However, they Inay 
hold that in such cases the Jfiiinabhliva is only inferred and not 
directly realised. But the Nyaya-Vaise
ikas cannot be forced 
u.. this admission, lor they Lan very well explain the direct 
realization (jJratyak>a) of negative entities as of positive ones. 
Such being the bone of contention as to the epistemological 
and ontological in1plications of abhiiva
 VidyaraI}.ya has tried 
to establish the view of Advaila Vedanta that ajfiana as a' 
positive entity is 110t the object of any or other of the 
IJrama1Jas. Herein is the true note of Advaila metaphysics 
that has been sounded by Vidyaral)ya. He has tried to bring 
ont the Advaita theory that the nat ure of aJfiana is never to' 
he judged by referencc to the means of knowledge (Prama1Jo} 
but should be taken as thc p,inczpza eteuza of all our false 
knowledge of the empirical multiplicity and as revealed only 
by the Witness-Consciousness (Sak.
icaital1ya); hence it is said 
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by the Ad\'aitist that llJiiiinfl i1> only 
ak
tvedya. ThIS is the 
pedestal 01 attack of Advalta writen and Vidyaral
ya has ela- 
borately shown the points of atta<-k frOln this pede
tal. He 
has repudiated the Nyaya-Vaisc
ika view by showing that ill 
l'xpc1ience
 like 'I mn ignorant', thcre <-annot be any ab
cl1<-c 
ot knowledge a
 suth (j11allasiimlillyabhiiva) tor the simple Lad 
that the knowledge ot '}' (dha1111tn) at least is present there. 
Even such knowledge is not an inierential one, as some hold" 
by the adluission of the absence of any pragmatic action in 
.deep slumber-for the fact that in such a state the Self as 
.possessing any function is unrevealed and hence no inferential 
knowledge of 
uch state is possIble. The Bha
ta-Mlmarhsakas 
,tJso uphold that an indireu knowledge of Jiianlibh1iva 
(through allujJalabdlu) is possible, hence the absence of know- 
ledge as suc.h (jll1illa,a11l1iuy1iblla:tJa) aba IS 
u<-h. .But to the 
Advaitist who upholds that no external nleans of valid kno\\r- 
ledge, direct or indirect, is netessary to account for aj'niina; but 
,,,'ho goes on to advocate a Consciousncss which is Wit.ness to 
all epistemological behaviour (Siik
fitn) as the sale revealer of 
it, su<-h logical quibblillgs die out. Vidyaral
ya has, there- 
fore, ably borne the traditional thesis of his School and ha
 
taken cues frOIU his predece
sors' wrItings-tho!>e of Padlna- 
pada and Prakasatmayati. Prakasatmayati has shown, as we 
have discussed above, that all objects, whether known or un- 
known, are revealed by Slikfizn (s{J1va1h vafitu JFzatatay1i (Ja 
.u'Jfiatataya vii S1ikszcaitan-yasya v15aya eva). This cue had been 
the main thesis of all the later developments, as in Vidyaranya's 
\\Tit.ings. The nature of ariiiina, too, is s.o<-h a deveIopnlcnt. 
Ie is not to be negatively described as being subject to this or 
that p'ra11l1ina. To determine it that way is to determinc the 
indeterminate. Hence flJrl1ina as jfilin1ibha:va becomes au 
,endless luess of unmeaning deternlinations within which it is 
Hot to be included; for it is all indeterminate prindplc whose 
positive nature can only be revealed b) the Sli!nzcaitanya. 
11 idyaranya has again been elaborate in showing that the 
.object, substratum and aJ'ffiina are all revealed by the samc 
Slill
icaztanya in experience like '1 am ignorant'. Thc Sah.
l- 
raztanya reveals'!, as the su.bstratum and the wholc range of 
.objects (sa1vav(mya) as the object of such ignorance (ajniina). 
Hence in ,;uch places aJnana as a positive category is revealed 
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a$ existing 111 a substratU111 regarding an object. .But all thc::,c 
revelations are the work of the Sak
tn. This Siik
zcaztanya h, 
howcver, not the renlOver of ajnana for which the vrtt1]nana 
of the anta
lka}'atla is requIred. In aJiiana there is no such 
v]ttzjiiana but the only vlltz 01. the allla
lka'a
la or 111illd IS 
with regard to the aVldya tlMlf. Thus all obJecls, whether 
l.nowll by the V? tt2jffii1la or unknown as suth, are revealed br 
the Slik
5zcallanya whence it follows that aJnana lIke the 
P! ltzJiialla is a positive, but unlike it, an indelenninate, entIl} 
revealed by and only by the Sakylcaztanya. The a"t./ldyav? tit i
 
not alltagoni
tic to avzdyii. 
Prakasatnlayatl has admirably establIshed ajiilina by an 
inferential proof which makes it a positive entity existing in 
the same locus as Jii1ina or knowledge. HIS syllogisl11 tnes to, 
c
tablish that all mean
 of vJ.Iid knowledge (plarnli
laJiianam) 
being thc means of the knowledge oi a pre\1ously unknown 
object nlu
t needs presuppose a positIvc entll} existing before 
them as the cause of 
uch prevIous ignorance; &uch a positive 
entity which is a jnana IS a necessar} pre-condition of valId 
knowledge of an object-the objeLL being veiled by this previ- 
ous entity which is dibpelled at the fIrst touch of Jnana being 
founded in the same locu&, viz., Self; it IS never a negative 
entity as the previous non-exislence (plagabh1iva) 01 know- 
ledge but a positive one having a separate existence in the 
same locus, viz., Self. The middle tenu (hef u) whkh is postu- 
lated here as 'being the mean, of knowing a previously un- 
lnown objcct' is supposed to rnake the inference valId by the 
J.. Hown exaruple of a flicker of lanlp fIrst seen in darkncss 
(audhal(lit e jna f ha1rwtpannajJladzpaplo bhiivat). 
This inference of Prakasatmayati which takes, light and 
darkness as two posItive entities, each exi<3ting separately and 
IIOt due to negation of the other, establIshes on solid found- 
alions the positive and separate character of aJnlina. This is 
a principle always in conflict with Jfi1ina, but i') nevertheless. 
the principle of all false knowledge of lllUltiplicity in t
e 
cInplrical world. Hence Prakasattnayati establ
s?es o
 
al1d 
inferential grounds the existenLc of such a posItIve pnnuple
 
having for its locus the same Self which i,; the lo
u
 of kno
v- 
ledge, but acting as the veil (a"llarana) of the object of valid 
knowledge to be dispelled by the lattel. Here one aspect of 
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pjffana) viz., avara1J-aSakti) has been shown by Prakasatmayati's 
inference. But the other aspect, VIZ., vzk
<jepasaktz) by which a 
false projection is created for illusory knowledge of the Real, 
has not been hinted at in the inference. We can, however, 
take it to refer t.o this aspect of aJfilina as well for the fact Lhat 
valid knowledge of an object, like the first flicker of a laInp, 
not only dispe1s the unknowability of the object but also the 
false projections upon it due to ignorance as due to darkness. 
This inferential proof, however, hinges upon the positive cha- 
racter of darkness whIch IS disputed by some Schools ot 
Lldian Philosophy. But Avaita Vedanta does not dispuLe 
that; on the contrary, it establishes with great labour this 
VIew. The metaphysical necessity of the positive character of 
,darkness and ignorance is the n10re deep-rooLed probleln in 
Advaita Vedanta. The whole ontology of the maya-doctrine 
revolves round this central point. These questions have been 
discussed in a nut-shell above in connection with the examin- 
ation of Lhe nature of darkness. 
The nature of ignorance as thc positive but false p'J znCtjJl(l 
elerna of all false knowledge has been e'5tablished by the proof 
of postuuation (arlhapaltz) by Prakasatmayati. This postul- 
ation is with regard to the nature of a]fiana based upon the 
admission of false empirIcal knowledgc, be it of silver upon 
shell or of mInd-body-ego-complex upon Brahman. rrhese false 
cognitions necessarily presuppose an equally false material 
cause (upadanakara1J-a); otherwise they would have appeared 
as true as due to a real cause or due to a manifesLation of a 
real cause. Herein Prakasatmayati's mind has been trained 
into a kind of maturity where he does not have to seck 
explanation of the causalit y of a jiilina as in perceptual or 
inferential proofs cited above. He now exposes the avow cd 
causality of aJfiana of all the empirical falsity, and strengthens 
his hands by the added proof of postulation (at fhapatlz) that 
this ajfiana as such a cause is itself a falsc, but eternal, prin- 
ciple having its locus upon the Self which is also the locu& 
of knowledge. 
Prakas.Hmayati's arguments as to the existence and nature 
Df aJiiana are cogent and logical. But there is a very great 
problem as indicated in these arguments which is basal to 
he Advaita concept of avidyii. The question suggests itself 
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when Prakasatluayati ill hi.!! inferential prool says that 
ajfial1a is the veIl (avatana) 01 the object or knowledge 
.(svavz
ayava'ratla). A ]fialla 1
 never the veIl of allY external 
object, but of the consciousness (cazlanya) revealIng 6uc.h 
object. rrhe as
ertion of Prakasatmayali, therefore, 6eems to 
be a gTOS6 challenge to AdvaIta metaphysic. .Bul this ques- 
tion has been luet by })rakasatn1ayati hiull)elf who has shown 
lhat aJnana call neyer be the veil 01 any cxterlul object which 
is never the recipient of an) effect or consequence (atlSaya) 01 
it. The above anomaly has been pointed out and rebolved 
by Akhandananda in his Tattvadzpana where he has shown 
that the real object on which a}fiana acts as the veil (avaTa1.za) 
is not the external object as such but the consciousness 
delimited by such an object. Hence Prakasatmayati's conten- 
tion that ajfiana acts as the veil (liva'ra1Ja) of the object of 
knowledge slands the scrutiny of logic. The knowledge of 
the external object likewIse is the revelation of this conscious- 
ness through the consciousness delimited by V! ltl,j'nana. l."'hUf) 
I'rakasatmayati's assertion need not be taken at ils face value. 
The object is known or unknown due to the revelation or 
non-revelation of this consciousness. The object Itself is never 
known without such previous non-revelation. Thus nJiilina or 
ovidya has its locus standz only upon consciousness and its 
object is merely the object of empirical determination 
{vyavahara) as due to this consciousness. Thh has been very 
well indicated by Padmapada who says that ajiiana is due 
only to the real principle of all external (bahya) and internal 
(adhyatrnzka) objects, VIZ... Consciousness or Self (Alman), 
which is the determinant of it, and i
 revealed by the 
Saksicaitanya when the external object is empirically 
.designated as unknown.1) 
This question has been raised by Prakasatmayati himself 
as had been clearly indicated by Padmapada who contended 
that avzdya or aJfilina cannot act as a veil upon the blind 
'Object, for the fact that such an object is itself not a fit object 
of being covered by ignorance which can cover only consdou/)- 
ness (so. ca na jacJ.esu vastu
u tatsvaruplivabhli
arh pralibadhnati 
D a? aSyamesii"ddyiisaH1,rbOhyiidhyatnu,kel}1l 1.a8tU
1l faff/,1.'arI71Jasattf(- 
miitriinubondinyabh'lfll'Pagantat '!Iii, anyotha mLthyiirtJlii l'oblaisiimlp o l Jaft (' 
/. 
(Pa'lic01J{illLl.:o, Pp 96102) 



32 


A Crltlque on lhe Vzvara
la School 


-Paiicapadzka; P. 106). PrakasatInayati and Vldyal.u.l}'a 
have discussed this one ot the most vital problems at Advaita 
metaphysic to show that the external object is neVCl the 
object of the covering by 19noralKe. They have tried hard to 
justify that the veilIng of vz>aya (extcrnal object) is due to the 
veilIng of consciousnes
 and never directly so. The <'Oillinon 
language dupes us in these Lases as when we 
ay ghata
l 
ariiiita
l (the Jdf i
 unknown), lor what pa

es as the obJec..t of 
ignorance IS taken as the external jar. This dialec..tal anolIlal r 
h sought to be dIssolved b) a very deep dialectic.al analysis 01 
the nature of the external object and. the illfiueuc..e at arfiana 
on it ThI
 deeper epi
lemology of Advaita Vedanla is. 
revived masterfully by Prala
atln.lyatl and Vidyar
l1.l)'a 
Prakasatnla} ati sho'ws hnt of all lhat a jiiana ne\'er c..reatc
 
(:Iny cftect or con
equenLc «(llt
aya) upon the external obJect
 
'whenc..e it 1011ow
 that It i
 not the real object 01 Ignorauc..e. 
The external object beIng known or unknown cannot be the 
objecl of the veil (a.vawry,a) created by Ignoranc..e. His thesIs. 
i
 that prevlOus ignorance ot the objeLt can in no wi
e be 
estabh&hed £r01n its pre
ent knowlcdge, for it involve
 111utual 
dependence (ParasparaSraya) and ab5enc..e 01 a univelsal rule 
for such postulation In the ever-revealed Self (/1 1 mZi), the 
present recollec..tlOl1 of it
 past knowledge (in pralyabhz]iiii- 
Jniina as in w'!zam) c.annol logically poslulate any previous or 
intermediate absence ot knowledge or J11emory (Jiili na Hit! tya- 
bhava). HcreIIl therefore thele c..annol be an) logical necc
- 
sity of previous absence of knowledge and the present know- 
ledge of the Self. Vidyaranya has practically allalysed these 

l1guments and has shown that the dialcctal llsage hke 'lhe jal 
is unknown' can be explained in coul)onance with the ontologi- 
cal standpoint of Advaita Vedanta. Prakasatrnayati had 
shown that the usagc of c..ommon parlance as gha{a
l aJfiaia
l 
can be explained even without the recognition of any veif 
upon the ghata. The vtsaya and ajiiiina arc both rcvealed by 
the S1ik.fzeaztanya, and helKc bOlh appcal to be rcvealed in 
adhyasa or false super-imposition. This relation of vz
aya and 
ft plana is not due to any intrinsic nature of the former for thc' 
fact that the latter can only be related with the Self (Alma)- 
lc£. 1ilmaSrayam 1ilmav z .fayam ajiianam.] Vidyaraz:tya has also> 
shown that the unknownncss of the object is dispelled by 
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plama
zarnlina and never lnade an object of it. Thus the 
(unknown) objec..t cannot postulate any veIl tor the tact that 
it is never revealed by itself but revealed due to its super- 
iluposition upon (,aztanya; whence it follows that the veil 
(iLVala
la) ot ajnana can only take the latter as its locus Jtandz. 
How then to explain the unknowability ot the external 
object? Praka
atmayati had said that aJ'iiana along Wilh its 
(external) obje(t appears as super-imposed on Sak
zn. Hence 
it has no effect upon the object which is designated as 
unknown. But there is a ialse projection (vzk
epaSakiz) of 
aJiiana which (reates, as it were, an effect, though false, upon 
the external object which therefore is said to be unknown as 

uch, but known as another object. This false projection, 
created by aJnana which covers up the consciousness delImiled 
by the external obje(t, thus Inakes the object unknown due to 
the veiling or the (onsciousness. Hence though the external 
object is nol the objea ot the veil or ignorance, it is not on 
that account always revealed, lor the pramlir;aJ'ii1ina arises 
when the ignoralKe is dispelled and the false projection 
vanishes. The false projection Inakes the objea appear as 
unknown by the non-cognition of the object as such, and the 
real cognition 01 the object is the function of p'ramlirla}nana. 
Vidyaral).ya has rightly pointed out, as we indicated at 
the outset of this discussion, that Prakasatmayati's inference 
regarding the positive existence of aJ'fiiina appears on the face 
ot it untenablc lor the fact that he had used in his slidhya 
(major term) lhe expression svavl
'Iayavara
za; but after what 
Prakasatmayati has himself said and Vid}'aral
ya has so ably 
established, it is clear that the avarana as referred to by Pra- 
kasatmayati duc'$ not directly rder to the external objcc t, but 
only indircaly. The false projections (vzk.fJepa) created by 
a]'nana have their locus in Consciousness which is thus veiled 
and made to appear as the vi
aya. The external object, being 
the creation of aJnlina out of the false projection by which 
only the Consciousness delimited by it is veiled, therefore, 
appears as being the object of the veil of ignorance, which, in 
tact, it is not] 0 


\11 81l1d l/f((].tJac!flI 18(/,1/(' (11 rajat((rlyupiid(inanw]1i1h/ill astJj(il.l
(>{wnam, rai- 
tanJ/al'ljat'aJltaya/.:af/ ('/la phalata(t iitala'1}.atpaih na tu sak8tidityat'ir()dhak- 
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Prakasatmayati has exposed the opponents' charges that 
even if ajnana be recognised as being responsible for the false 
projection (vzk
epa) of external objects though it really acts 
Al& a veIl upon Consciousness (cazlanya), the 1urther complk- 
ations of the non-cessation of the material cause (viz. ajnana) 
11l1:tpite 0.£ the (eSsatioll of the knowledge 01 false proJection, 
and consequential corollary of its not beIng a material cau
e 
of adhyasa force themselves upon us. Prakasatmayati ha
 
therefore not only shown the false projections out of aJnana 
by whIch it makes them the objects of false knowledge, but 
bas also taken great pains to establish that when the false pro- 
jections cease due to true knowledge, there IS also the cessa- 
tion of the material cause (aJiiana) also which is responsible 
for suc.h false projection&. VIdyaraI).ya too has likewIse 

nalysed the problem of aJfi1ina as the Inaterial cau
e 
(upadana) of adhyasa and has shown that true knowledge puts 
.a stop to the vzk
epa (false projection) as well as the material 
cause (up1idana) itself. Vidyaral).ya is more analytical in con- 
sidering the problem, for he shows that there come about the 
horns of a dilemma to the Advaitist who recognises aJnana 
as the material cause of adhyasa. If he does not recognise 
the cessation of the material cause itself along with its false 
projections (vzk
epas) by true knowledge, then the questIon of 
Salvation which is the complete cessatIon of aJnana according 
to the Advaitist becomes a meaningless hypothesis; on the 
other hand, even if he recognises its cessation, yet he has to 
postulate infinite pieces of aJfiana to' explain fresh false cogni- 
tions even after the cessation of one for the fact that the 
.cessation of one piece of aJfiana cannot account for the ulti- 
mate Salvation. Thus by postulating an endless series of 
aJfianas or by postulating that ajffiina is 110t the material 
.cause of adhyasa
 the Advaitist becomes a topsy-turvy dogma- 
tist. Prakasatmayati has met such arguments and Vidyaral).ya 
has ably analysed the chain of arguments of his predecessor. 
To meet these charges prakasatmayati has shown that even if 
the viksepas are said to be exterminated due to the true 
knowledge and lose themselves into their cause (ajfiana), there 


(VH'ara'T}apramella8arhgralta, P. 151. Published by Vasumati 'Sahitya 
l\landir, Calcutta.) 
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is no lcgitllnate ground for thinking that the (au
e renlain
 
even dfter the II ue knowledge has appeared. '1'hi& argument 
01 I)rdka
atInayati has been elaborated by VidyardI)Yd by an 
IllielcIKc in 'whIch he ha
 
hown that the true knowledge" 
when appear::, d1) d. po&terior (ategory, extermInatelJ all previ- 
ou
 fahe categories-the basal as well a
 the cOll
equentIal. 
'1'hu1) iahe proJcc..tion
 as '\\fell ciS theIr basic materIal (ause" 
HZ, aj/lalla) arc negated by true kno'\,dedge. 'This has been 
provecl JrOlll the clupiricdl pro(e
s 01 talse knowledge as in 

hcll-silvcr (SuktZ-i upya). 'The true knowledge of the shell 
J ppednng as silver docs not only negate the silver but also 
,.dong with it the abselKe ot true knowledge (svapragabhava) 
which is the a rfi1ina of the shell. Here llowevcr Vidyara.I).ya 
scenlS to have made a tcchnical error in putlIng in the syllo- 
gJ&ffi-One of whose members he designates as :,vapJligabhava;J 
[or after all the laborious e"ndeavour& to provc that a]'nana as 
the 1uatcrial c..ause is ..t posItive and never a negative entity, 
..!ud ditcr 111s analysis that it i
 s01nething other than svaPl1i- 
!;abhava (mapiligabhavavyatinkta), Vidyaranya scenlS here to 
have cOllunltted an error which nlay be brushed aside as 
I echnical wIthout iInparing the general metaphYSlc he has 
tried to 
upport. Sec..ondly, Prakasatnlayati and VidyaraI).ya 
have tricd to show that to explain the rc-appearan(e of 
a;iiana after the destructIOn of one manifestation of it, it does 
not do any harm to the Advaitist position If we re(ognise dif- 
tcrent empirical Inanifestations of ajfiana for different pieces 
of fahe cognItion which we have as springing from one 
fundamental a}nlina (m/ulajiiana)l1. 
Prakasatmayati has 1110reOVer 111ct the charges ot oppon- 
ents that aJiiana cannot aLt a
 a veil (avara1'}a) to Self (Alma) 
Qr Consciousness (cailanya) for the fact that the latter is a 
Sdf-Iulninous Principle and can ncver have any lessening of 
Consciousness. Consciousness according to the Advaitist 
being the self-evident, self-luminous and self-cxisting Eternal 
Principle cannot have any lessening due to a veIl; hence it 
cannot have any nece')sity of dcpendence upon auxiliary con- 
dition
 which can take away fron1 its revelation. Thus 


11 1J/.ii.7iiJiiillWS Ijwvalastll abl/rd(j TrlJ(Jf ad lj/.tpiidr1JZi'im 
ot,altad7/yiis("lla 'lit/ a1tanta itt Ica7pyaUim-(Fn arana, P 


8lll.t tl.:iid I jifilnais- 
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Consciousnes& as the revealer of all objects by Itself is never 
:ht to be the obJec't of any veil due to aJiiiina. Vidyaral).ya ha
 
also analysed that Consciousness cannol have dny veil either 
due to Its intrlllSIC nature or due to any extrinsIc factor 011 
which it has to depend; for It is ItseH evershinillg and is selt- 
luminous. Thus by a consistent perusal 01 the Advalta 
standpoint it bec.ollles a paradox to say that aJifiilla creates a 
veil (ava'Ja
2a) upon ConsclOusness which is the witness 
(Sak
zn) to all empirical phenomenon. But such charges can- 
not stand the sLrutiny of a logical analysis which Padmapada 
had hinted at and which has been elaborated by Praka
atma- 
yati and VIdyaranya. Pad,mapd:da had said that the presenc.c 
of the veil of aJ'iilina upon self-
hIning and self-evident ConSCI- 
ousness is juslihed by the tact that the terTIporal and 
pal1aL 
non-revelatIOn ot the Self.. the seat 01 ConS(lousnes
, i5 due to 
the power or avzdya J the pnnctpza eft} na of a posil1ve nature 
that IS undeniable, which creates suc.h a veIl (avarana) upon 
it; PrakasatIuayati and toll owing huu VIdyarau)a have 
proved its existence upon Consciousnes
 by deductive reason- 
ing. Praka
atmayati has tharacterised his reasOlllug a
 
anumana (Inference) or a'rthapaltz (postulation). Thus he has, 
argued that the Self being pre-possessed of the collocation of 
all factors tor Its revelation is s0l11etinlCS the object of non- 
revelation. Hen<.e such elnpincal non-revelation must needs 
posit the presence of some veil acting (though falsely) upon 
the self-shining Self; whence it follows that the veIl is due to 
a positIve principle of Ignorance which covers thc SeH 
This kind o( deductive reasoning, according to Praka
atma- 
yati, may be either inference or poslulation, but Vidyaranya 
has designated it as inferential argument only (anumlinasid" 
dhatvat). It does not mak
 much difference dialectically it 
we can prove that the vyatzTekyanumana (inference by a nega- 
tive analogy) resorted to by VidyaraJ).ya is on the acceptance 
of the Nyaiyayika's view and not the Vcdantic view which dis- 
card
 sllch inference; but Prakasatmayati's argulnents arc 
more in the nature of postulation (arthapalll) which is the 
Vedantic substitute for vyatirekyanumana; which is the 
second choice of Prakasatmayati on the ac<.eptance of hi
 
opponcnts' view. Be that as it may, this luuch becomcs crys- 
tal-dear that Padmapada's postulation of the possibility of an' 
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d.Llioll 01 hilldral1(e due to a positIVe ignoranc.c (arFiana) of 
the Selt has been logl(.ally eHablished by Pr.l.la
allnayati and 
Vidyara.Q.ya by deduc..tIve reasoning. 
Praka
atIllaYali has agaJll brought in charges against the 
Vedantk theory 01 the pO
llive nalurc (bliavarupatvfun) of 
tljiliillCl; although hc h..ld laid securely the g10und 01 
u(h a 
!.heory. These charges have been rai
ed by opponcut& who 
have tried to justify that thc derIvative lllc<lllIngs 01 the nega- 
!.ivc particle (urn1) (an lllc..tke ajiiana :,0111etI1111g- other lhan 
what the V cdantist has c:,tabli:,hed. This kind 01 alter- 
<-harge'!' and their d.nsw(.l
 by Pl'akasatrn,lyatl b ne(e:'
ary tor 
thc 1d(l that it luake., the po:,ition Illore 
oulld. This is 
tcchnically known as the \thfinan2khananany1iya or 'the pro- 
-ccss 01 fixing a pole in the ground'. Vidyaran)a, too, has 
(ul.t]ysed these ch<lrges and d.
 is usual with hinl 1110re analyti- 
('Ill) .1 jl1iina ha:, been d <';'i<.ribcd by the opponenh a:, the 
Llbscnce 01 knowledge (plrluiibhii<'a), antagoni
ln t.o kl10wlcdge 
(;iiiiJlavl1 odlw) ,,,'hidl i
 /JlIllt ya] t1iinfl or iabe kllo,dedge, or 
.,om
thlng olher than "knowledge, &Udl a-; the jIl1pr.;s
iOllq 
(smhsk1ita) oj fabe knowledgc. Pr(tkds:illJld.\J..ti and VIdya- 
ral1ja have replIed thal ]lonc ot thc'ie (tltcrnatJ\'c
 j.., induded 
in the COllu..pt at {lJilana lnasllluch as the instance,; of 
uch altcr- 
]lati"\es canllot chplall1 
atI
la( tarily the non-revelatIon of 
]3w!tma.svfl1 i1Pa "hich jg the efiect of ajlriina. In deep 
lulnber 
.(5UHtPtl), for exalnple, lhe non-revelation of IJ1ahma\varupa 
{annot postulate theit it is due to any of theo,c alternative
, 
for c;nch non-rcvelation ot BJ{ll17Jlamar film is ncither due to 
the intrinsic. nalure ot Blahma'1l which 1'0 ')clf-luminous nor 
duc to Its distinction frOln jIva whIch i.., (Olltrary to the 
Upanisadic tea(hillg at unitv. Again it cannol be due to any 
jJ1atzban,dlta or hindrance of false knowledgc (nlll hY1i]f1..1ina) 
which is absent in decp slnnlber. or of its imprcs
ion
 which 
are incapable of being hindrallce:, or 01 absen(c of. knowledge 
(jfi..linabhava) that is accidental in cver-present rcvelation of 
Brahman or any action (kat nza), or its impresc;iong The last 
point of the hindrance of action (kannaprat1l)(lJzdha) is 
developed by Prakasatmavati and luore so by Vid)dranya who 

how that the hm mic hindran< c as envi()aged here will either 
Inake the in!1nite
imal 
clf (Brahman) always non-revealed as 
a result whercof kaJ1nafi thenl"ehcs will not be' revealed or 
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will make that part of the Self revealed by which they them- 
selves are illumined and the other part unrevealed as a result 
whereof a mermaid-like hypothesis will have to be accepted. 
Prakasatmayati has more fully analysed the absence at any 
karmzc hindrance to the Self when he has shown that the 
karmas according to the opponents (Mzmarhsaka
) are not 
revealed by the Self or according to the Vedantists do not 
act as such a hindrance to the Self. Hence Prakasatmayati 
and Vidyaral).ya have repudiated ably all other alternatives 
to positive ajnana as being possible ones to explain t.he non- 
revelation of Brahmasvarupa. They have further shown that 
this positive aj'fiana is free from all such charges, for the fact 
that it is of Immediate experience as being revealed by the 
Witness-Consciousness (Sak
zn) but acting as a veil upon the 
revelation of the other aspects of Consciousness, viz., delimita- 
tion by the object etc. This positive aJiiana as being 
revealed by Sak
in is a fact of immediate experience, whereas 
the karmic hindrance is either indirectly experienced if it is 
at all a hindrance which it is not, because of the nature of 
the karmas which are all impressions (sarhskaras) in the last 
analysis. 
Prakasatmayati has still further weighed the charges of 
some opponents who postulate both difference and non-differ- 
ence (bhedabhedav1idzn) in all kinds of existents and who 
therefore do not recognise such a positi;ve aJna.na; as the 
creator of all empirical life and not negated till such life exists. 
On the other hand, they hold that false knowledge (bll1.an- 
tijiiana) or absence of knowledge (Jiianabhava) or their im- 
pressions are sufficient reason for the false cognitions of out' 
empirical life and do not make it unreal, for the fact that 
therc is not only non-distinction from Brahman but also 
distinction from It which is also true. The dualistic philo- 
sophy of bhedabheda as referred to here by Prakasatmayati 
refers to Bhagavat Bhaskara' s philosophy as distinct from the 
Bha
ta School of Mimarhsa which is dualism in specifIc rela- 
tions and not in all relations. This distinction has been 
made clear by Akhal).c;lananda in his Tattvad'ipana. How- 
ever, Prakasatmayati and following him VidyaraJ;lya have very 
ably refuted these charges and have shown that the dualistic 
realism negating ajiilina and admitting a kind of mzthyaJfi7ina 
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taIls to establish Its own issue, for the fact that such 
rntthy1iJiiana betwecn the anatma (not-Selt) and .ltma (Self) 
turns out to be a true knowledge due to the metaphysical 
position of dualistIc realism, this kind of mtlhyaJiiana h not 
lalse for making thc distintt as non-distinct be(ause of the 
fact that dIstinction and non-distinctIon are both true. 
Prakasatmayati has refuted such rnzlhya]iiana of the 
bhedabhedavadtns by taking a fanliliar exaluple of two 
species of cow viz., kha
uj,a and mu
uj,a (names attributed to 
dIfterent varieties of cow on their physical attributes of 
broken and ullgenerated horns). He has shown that even in 
the negating judgments like 'this is not a kha
u!Ja-cow but a 
mur:uj,a-cow: there is invariably mutual realit.. y of both 
distinction and non-distinction (bhedabheda) of the genus 
'cow' from both these species. Even the negation or one 
(khar:uJa) in the genus (cow) by another species (munda), 
cannot account for fahity inaslnuch as the charatter of the 
genus (gotva) as modified by one specics (khatuJavyaklyavac- 
chinam) is not the ground of such negation but such character 
a
 lTIodified by the other species. This argument of dualistic 
realist applies equally to the other side, lhat IS, the absence 
of falsity in the jzva which is ihe ground of both kinds of 
revelation-as the not-,Selt as well as fhe Self. Thus the 
ground of negation of one, say the not-Self, is not jZva appear. 
ing as such, but as the other (Self). But such negation is 
impossIble here, for jzva is the ground of both the (real). 
revelations of the not-Self and the Self. Th us false know- 
ledge (bhranlt]nana) of thc Self and thc not-Sell be(Onl(,
 Ull- 
justihable in thc tenets of the bhedabhedaviid In. 
Thus have Prakasatmayali and VidYdranya taken great 
pains to establish the Advaita concept of positive ajfiiina as 
the material of all illusory empirical behaviour «(ldhyli
a). 
Padmapada's faint sugge
tions have been worked by theln in 
every detail and they have discussed the problclTI fronl all 
aspects. meeting all possibJe chargcs. The next question 
about adhylisa as introduced by Padmapada is with rcgard 
to the presence of adhyasa upon Brahmall and proofs for 
establishing such presence. Padmapada has hinted that the 
empirical life appears as distinctly experienced than the 
illusory world, for in the former therc is apparcntly no 
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experience of negation as in the latter. Hence the {onner not 
being the object of any negation jeems t.o have no groundIng 
in arfiana. This suggestion of Padnlapada, however, IS faintly 
hulted at and Praka&aUnayatl elaborates its real iInplILk 
tions. He says that though it if) cl laa that our 
,(,mpirical life can be provcd to be due to cl l:Iuper-ilnpo
cd 
knowledge (adhyasa) between the Sell and t.he not-Selt 
and therefore is negated by the real 1.nowledge 01 
the Self, still such knowledge being of an indircct (parok5a) 
llature as testified t.o only by the jrutzs cannot have any direct 
bearing upon the negation of the direct experience of 
uLh 
existence. The negating knowledge should be as dire(.t 
(PratyakJa or aparokJa) as the negated knowledge (adhya.)a) 
is, and hence Padmapada's suggestion that thcrc can logically 
-on the face of it be no negating knowledge and hence no possi- 
bility of the empirical life, being duc to adhy1isa, 
t,t ::ls to rea
on. 
This being the charges of the opponents (pil
vapahJa), Padma- 
pada has undertaken the task of adducing proofs to adhyaja 
in the empirical life and Prakasatmayati has elaborated thcm. 
The fonner has just mentioned that thcre being the necessIl y 
of adducing proofs to adhyasa; the Bhasyakara Sailkara has laid 
down the lakJa1Ja or the definition of adhy1isa in order to show 
its possibility. Prakasatmayati has taken the cue from such 
suggestions of his predecessor and has analysed how adhyasa 
is supported by proofs and how it is a fact in our empirical 
life. He says that the empirical life is based on the supcr- 
imposed knowledgc of the not-Self upon the Self which fact 
i'\ attested to by perception, inference, postulation (anupapallz) 
and testimony of Scriptures. The testimony of Scriptures is 
not the sole guide in the determination of such knowledge. 
Perception such as of the body as the Self (aharh manu
fiya
l), 
inference from the empirical behaviour which is due to the 
knowledge of duality, and postulation of it fronl the fact that 
it is much below the transcendental Reality which alonc is 
unnegated and therefore it cannot but be false as it is negated, 
are the proofs for the existence of adhyasa in the elnpirkal 
Hfe. 
But, as it has been hinted at above, PrakiisatmaYtlti 
still further analyses the question of the possibility of adhy1isa 
to meet the opponents on their own ground. He says that so 
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lcng as the nature 01 adhyliJa is not dearly brought out, 110 
aUlOunt 01 dialectical arguments will be able to rnake a C0111- 
plete negation of it as being false for which a correct analysis- 
of the uature of adltylisa is a pre-requisite (avldYlituaspa
?/' 
.kaYa
laya lak
'a'1'Jameva vaktavyam-Vzrara
'la) Pp. 14J-!142). 
Akha
u!linanda in his Tattvad"ipana has further darified the 
position by saying that such a C011 eel analysts will go to prove 
the thesis that our enlpirical life IS due to adltylisa when such 
nature of it will be obvious and fInally the possibility of the 
negating knowledge will be an addtd testilllOny to the existence 
of such adhylisa. The whole argument therefore comes to this 
that the analysis of the nature (lak.
ana) of adhylisa is the fIrst 
pre-requisite to show that it is a fact (sadbhava) and the 
dialectical proofs follow Lronl such showing of the fact and 
are indirect but are added testul10ny to strengthen the thesis. 
l-'onn the faint 
uggestion of Padnlapada who said that the 
cInpirical life ,
eem.s to be ul1negated unlIke the illusory world 
and hence the netessity of the analysis of the nature (lak
sa
Ja) 
of adhyaw arises, we tan tonstruct a legitituate 
lructure where 
Lak
a
w is. the. fOle1l10SL pre-requi
ite whenct lalIow all nece- 

&ary proofs to the existel1te of adhyasa. 
I)adlnapada has I1lOreOver brought out the ilnplitations at 
1he possibility ('iambhava) ot adhyii.sa over ,HId above Its nalure 
(lak
m1'}a) and exi
tence (,ad bhliva). He has 
.iid that the 
.separate enunc.iation oL sambhava seems to be redundant lor 
the fact that it is inlplied whenever there is sadbhava But. 
his analysis that the dIrett experience ot fact1'> is sOInetiInes 
seen to seem impossible by Inore powed ul c\ identes expe- 
rienced before, is ably elaborated by Prak:ItitlJlayati who 
.shows that the separate enunciation of samhhava is nece,sit.l- 
1ed by such facts. Padmapada's contcntiol1 l
 that in the 
Dlatter o[ (ulhyii5a the ground of fal'31ty, ie, BraJunan that is 
Pure Unqualified Existence, cannot be properly said to be 1,U( h 
ground whence it follows that there should not he any falsity ill 
,the empirical world. But Sa11kara hiIllself has shown that thIS 
<.ontention is not tenable for the fac t that ([clh)'(i.
a is not only 
a m(Hter of empirical proof but al&o of Inetaphysi(al po,>sibi
 
Iity, whence it is to be admitted that the ground of adhyasa; 
i e., Brahman is regarded as suth without doing auy violence to 
Its metaphysical nature. PadIll'lpada has al
o shown that the 
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view, that there cannot be any falsity in our elnpirical life 
because of the ground of super-imposition being Unqualified 
Existence, is not legitimate and hence the possibility 
(sambhava) of adhyasa is also to be separately stated. 
Prakasatmayati's contention which follows Padnlapada's that. 
buch apprehensIon of the absence of po
sibihty (asam- 
bhavanabuddhz) of adhyafja is przma facze untenable for the 
tact that Brahman, the ground of such super-imposItion, being 
known fully, there tannot be any super-impositions at all, 
not to speak 01 its possibIlity or impossibility, and setondly, 
It being not known as distinct from the not-Self, there cannot 
be an apprehension of impossibility of adhyasa. Prakas
it- 
I'1ayati hits upon the right naIl to bring out the opponents' 
charges (pilrvapak.fia) as indIcated by his predetc&sor. But 
Padmapada's tontention that the apprehenbion 01 impossibi- 
lity is legitimately claimed by the opponents is elaborated by 
Prakasamayati who says that the przma facze case as established 
above can be side-tracked by saying that indirect 
(paTokJa) knowledge of Brahman, and not direct (aporok
a); 
knowledge of It, as being distinct frOln the not-Self, 
can be a ground of the opponents' charge of the impossibility 
of adhy1isa. Thus understood Prakasatmayati's analysis of thc 
purvapaksa is more accurate than his predecessor's for the 
former shows the real contention of the opponent
 upon which 
also is based the reply of the Advaitists. For, adhya.sa seems 
to be untenable atcording lO the opponent's view on the 
ad.mIssion of the indirect (paroIHa) knowledge of B'rahrnan, 
and the Advaitists also reply by the admission of such know- 
ledge to prove the possibility and actual existence of adhyasa 
in our empirical life. PadInapada says that such a charge is 
\oic"d Ly the Bha
yakara himself when he introduces the topic 
of adhyasa by saying : aha ko'yamadhyaso namelz? He says that 
the interrogative sentence used by Sal1kara refers to both a 
question as to the nature (lak
fja1}apraSna) as also a dcnial of 
the possibility (sambhllvan1jJ{,
epa) of adhyasa. This thcrcfore 
i:) the substancc of the controvcny as to whether adlzy1isa i& 
possible or no, from the points of view of the Advaitist
 and 
their opponen ts. 
VidyaraIJya has also closely followed these discussions and 
has shown that lak.
ana, samblzlivana and pramana (sadbhava} 
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.HC c:lll ne(c
')ar} pre-requisItcs and. henc.e havc to be 
cp.lf.ltcl) 
stated to provc adhyiisa. H1S argU1nel1ts have becn Oll the lines 
n
dicaled by hi
 predeccs
or
 and he hal:, expre
scd th Cln in 
verse to pro\ c thc lhesb 01 his School. 12 Moreovcr, he ha
 
brought out the logical nccc

ity of lak
mna and sambll1ivanii 
by referring to their role in eSL:lbli
hing a posi60n in relation 
to the prama1.1a whic.h is capablc to do it. tIe has rdcrred 
m. to a verse whereby he has shown that lak.\fllla and \ambha- 
-vana are necessary not only to llleet possible chargc1:o but aha 
to establish the posItion which can be arrived at only by the 
l)ram,a
1a.s but only with their co-operation 1 :. 


J
 '1urU8t81jaU 1JadW(lU I i1 ,{(lst?(' taU! (l/ z(((w!.au lafu, hi 'I '/'WII jJlal, 
QU11l!b 1Jilrl amadlt y asarnu7.11l1 (in. 1 1,I'adwlte'lJa 1Je'dlll/(i!
(' friJ/llddI81/Clf!w 
lal.'sa1J.am sam,bktiz ar/ripl (l}llal1afica !..'all',1jfJ{ c' dhy,7sasul d II mJl' (J"'l / UI (J
/(f- 
1name.lja'lamfJ7an.a. P. 170) 
11 'Inlini1dliinl7 me lja'Hd d 11/ IIn (ll1a.'WlrlII/SI'([ 7 (l!..'fi(l
/(7f farr(7d Ili/al. :
aJ)/ (i
/f'.
 If 
ql1 I i1I)Ot?a}Jt dllrbllaT}.am .
m1/bllf11 1,lah, 1'wt/jiilil/(im Jm!. 
(/II M7dh.l/(,10 
Iletll?1ri na tasya h('t1/bltl
/}(iJ/([m ulpa/a1/'}I('1 a '/0 1/11 t ((11 (I f ('d/{uVw, 
N lrnaya Sagar Ed, P 217) 
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A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE NATURE OF ADHYASA 
& ITS PROCESS, vVITH A DETAILED ADVAITA THEORY 
O.F ERROR AS CHALLENGING OTHER 
THEORIES (KHYATIVADAS) 


Now we cnter into the real fIeld of the very important 
problem of adhya
a 'which IS sought to be analysed in its nature 
(lak
a
za) by sankara when he defines it as Snl! tzrupa
1, parat1a 
pil1va(b \tavabhasah. This defInition ot adhyam has been 
£Hlah .,ed b) hair-
pht disLus
ioll
 by the later dialectIcians ot 
Advaita Philo&ophy, and Padnlapada and his followers have 
very £Lbly c.lanhcd lllI
 lalnalla. As to the hrst expre
&ion 
wl!l1J i1pa
l) Padlnapd.da 
a)
 that thc hrst nlcmber, i.e., 
1n!lz 
rders to the object ot rccollection (kannanl ktzn). But the 
gramJuatic.al ju
tif1cation of &uch interpretation as given by 
Padmapada himseH has bccn elaborated by Prakasatmayati 
and AkhanQ.ananda. They have shown that this karmani ktzn 
IS Jus
l:hed by Pd.l).ini's very rulc akartan ca karake 
\O,rhJfiayam (Pli
l1nz) ':3 /':3 /19), for though therc is lhe express 
conditIOn ot sflJJ1]nii for such p1alyayas (as ghafi) to be used 
iH ca&es othcr than thc nominativc (akalla1l), still the conjunc.- 
Lion £ca' Lan makc them to bc used in places other than 
,
am Jna in all cases other than the nOlllinalive. Thus 
the graInmatical irregularity IS avoided by Padmapada and 
his followers 14 . The conlpound, however, is analysed by 
Padmapada as smaryam1i:1'}ar1.1pamzva '1 upamasya (Upamlina 
-garbha bahuvrUu) which 111CanS that the super-inlposed objcct 
(like silver on shell) is Hmdm to an object of recollection but 
not nlerely recollected as such. The second altcrnat.ilve is 
untcnable for the fact that the object is not merely an object 
of recollection but of direct experience (spa

tarhpuro'vasthi- 
1([/"{liivabhasan1it-Pancaplidika. P. 160). It can be said in this 


JI 'b!/(ll e"/Nl'rian ca J.:aralce 8amjntiyil7n,'
ti MilradL'allamadhikrt.'/fl 
'.'dJ/,ljrim !.t/ll.Jlltt s17trer;,a bhill,e lcartr!:yat
nl.:te ca kri1'llke 8a'lnjMyfinulli- 
1. m fan II' tl I oMbdiifsm'it71i{il/rlmH iisa'lh1'1ayr"imaln ghaiic"idlr "idlHyata iti 'Ita 
'{lit/(ll'/i{)r/lw 1fIJmtltalt (1'att1.adipa17a Pp 158-159.) 
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connectIon thelt V J.c...cl
pcltinl1
ra In hl
 ",,'cll-kno\\o n c...OlIUllCll- 
tary on the BrahJlla
ut1as) VU:., Bkiimalz, ha
 rcc.ogni')cd. the 
ac...t of supcrllnpositlon a
 
inlilar to rccollection (\JJl!ll1fijJa), 
lor clc...cordillg to hInl, the Knowledge oi bupcr-inlpo
ltion h 
lahc owing to the f.llsity ot the super-iInposed, aud i
, thcrc- 
lorc, sinular to Jill! tl (rcc.oHectlon) bUl nOl pure rccollcc.tion. 
.But Parkd.
atnlayatl pOllltl) out the opponellt
' dl,lrge
 and 
11lcctS thclll "\cr) ably to dcicad his predcces
or\ ullcrprcla- 
lioll. He point
 out, ironi thc opponcnt's ')ide, that thc 
UpCl- 
iInpo
ed object cannot bc logically :'clid lo bc slluilelr to all 
object ot rec.oUcaion Lor the fact that 1:' b thc objcc...t of. one 
direct expcncllc...c along wIth the 
ub:,tr<ltuIll 01 illw::tlOl1, a
 
in true knowledge the generic. term is the objcLt of onc direct 
experience along with the spe(.lfIc. dttIibutc. Henc...e the 
opponents urge that there nced not bc any question of. MIni- 
lanly with an objec...t of rc(OHCc.tlOJ1 in the plc
eut c...a
e <lnd 
he nee eU1Y l.nowlcdgc 01 ,t relation wilh ')u(.h rcc...ollcCled ObjCtl 
i
 out 01 plac.e" But tIllS vic\\." i':i 5hO'wl} to be untenable 011 
the iace 01 it b} Prclk.d
Jl1ll<lyatl who point
 out thaL \'\ ithout 
a relation with the previous true knowlcdge (as .Lhi
 is 
il\'er'), 
no false appearance of sih er on a shcll l
 apprehended, {or 
truc knowledge and lalse knowledge arc both due to a rela- 
tion established betwecn the difierenl attnbute') 01 an objctt. 
Prakasatmayati seems to suggest that false knowledge like 'thi
 
i
 silver' pre
supposes the previous cxpericnce of true know- 
ledge as establi
hed by a relation at the obJc<.t and its spedh( 
3ttributc, but later on the relalion ot the 
pec...ihc. 
attributc (rajalam) is revcaled as dinging on, by w
n 01 
inli]a- 
rity with the recollected silvcr, to the substratum but falsely 
tlLTough and tlnough. This sccms to he the logic of 
!>takd&d.tlnayati 'when he says that the super-imposed object b 
similar to a recollectcd object (real) and therc is a knowledge 
or relation with thc sub')tratum of illusion (\a1n\alga\amv11) 1
 
Praka
atnlayati further analyscs the knowlcdg
 of rcltlt ion 
as cxisting in illusory cognition and raises the objcctlon., of 
the opponcnts to such knowledge only to meet thenl logicalI). 
The opponent\) urge that though thi" knowledge of relation 


I"> nalll )JfJrnmril t!tr([ati/lt!jllfn.S(JJill ('dot/al.. i1.rr7.I'ab!"lbam/tlnoffimanlm'l'lIlJ 
'falilbU1{Ja8aJht'ul(lm.
lib7/(1( uj, sal.1jutc / al.tum (VLl arana, P 159). 
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is sought to be proved as existing between lhe substratulu and 
the (super-inlposed) object of illusIon (by way of analogy with 
real knowledge of an object and its attnbutes), yet the super- 
inlposed obJe<.t seems to have 110 part to play inasmuch as it 
turns out to be a non-entity and hence in its absence such 
knowledge of relation falls to the ground. But Prakasatilla- 
)ati shows that this suggestIOn is not d. very sound one even 
to the opponents' posItion, for instead of denying knowledge 
of relation by the denial of one object (the super-imposed) 
.they try to establish that this object is rather the factor which 
lI1akes the determination of any knowledge possible. This 
view of the opponents is put to severe criticism by Prakasat- 
mayati who expoS\Cs that the knowledge of relation does not 
.depend on the superimposed object but is self-revealed and 
reveals the object in its turn. The position b[ Advaita 
Vedanta is brought out In the cryptic 
entence as follows by 
Prakasatma}ati: yalhasarnvlclavabhasadhlnalvad aJ thasallaJl- 
dcayasya (VLVa'1atla) P. 1159). Thc opponent
 nlay urge that 
the detennined knowledge of the e)\.i
tente of the object ot 
super-llnposition (a
 lhasallamScayah) 1& the dctenninant ot 
the kllo'wlcdge ot relation (
aJJlUz/!JaLliinzScaya'(l), but Praka- 

atmayatl shows the fallacy ot InfInite rcgre
s (anavastha,) in 
such a position; for, the dcternlinatloll ot arlhasall'ii (exi.,- 
tence of the object) cannot be due to the object itself which is 
inert (Ja4a) and in<.apable of revealing anYlhing, and also it 
cannot be due to another dctenuinatlOn (nz.kaylinlaram) which 
lands one into 'Jegle.sS'llS ad llt/zml U1fl. Thu') thc opponellh' 
view is C)hown to be wholly untenable without thc rc(ogllition 
of the knowledge of relation a5 a scl£-rcvc,llcd fatt by whie. 11 
the object is revealed, which is lhe Vedantk position. BUl 
further Prakasatnlayati raises the possible objection that the 
lnowlcdge of relation depends upon the cxistcl1(,e of the 
super-imposed object, as is proved by the fatl that llegatil1
 
lnowledge (as 'thi4) is not silver') is possible because of the 
llegation of the object (ra]alasya nz
idhyamanalval-AkhaQ
I;j- 
nanda). But he himself shows the untenable character of 
such a position by bringing out that the previous knowledge 
of super-imposition (as 'this is silver') is independently ongi
 
natcd without the least dependence on anything extraneous 
;
nd hence the contention that the negating knowledge pre- 
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supposcs for its (negative) relation with the object of super- 
ilnposItion the motor-action gcnerated by the object of nega- 
tion (1 a Jat ab 111iva JiianaP'l ay ukto vyavahal a
l-AkhaI).dananda) 
is also unsound. The motor-action generated by the object of 
negation can in no wise prove the self-revealed character at 
knowledge and Iuakcs it inferclltially proved over and above 
landing us in the fallacy of infInite regres
. HelKe Prakas
it- 
nlayati's admirable analysis leaves one in no doubt that the 
knowlcdge of relation as estd.blishcd in the case of illusIOn is 
not an impossible hypothesis but is to be logically recognised 
.a I) the self-revealed and independent entity for the possibilIty 
01 the experience of the object of super-imposition which IS 
revealed by it, but can never originate the fonner. AkhaI).da- 
nanda in his Taltvadzpana lucidly summarises these arguments 
as"-futtows. ;/YTu vaszddhau (pfirva= pfbvasa1hVtt) utia'} ottaraszd 
dhelna vyavah1iJlidistddhtritz svata eva samvznnzjuya ztt vaklav- 
yam} lathlica tadbalad artlzar;atlvarfl vaklavyan17lz narthli-_ 
bhavasiddhi1ZtyaTtha
l (TattvadiPana. P. 160). 
The nature of the negation as explained by Prakabat- 
InaYd.ti is due to the knowledge of two kinds of which one 
points to the illusory existence of the object of super-imposi- 
tion whose existence is negated, while the other to the tri- 
temporal (traikalika) negation of that object. Hence the 
objcct of super-imposition, though illusorily perceived, is 
tri-tcmporally negated. Akhandananda shows that of these 
two kinds of knowledge (nastyatra 1ajatam and mzthyalVa 
1ajatamabhal), the first refers to the tri-temporal negation 
which is negation of the phenomenal silver (kalatrayaniyedhasya 
laukzkavl
ayatvan
-Tatfvadzpana; P. 161) and the second to 
the negation of the very existence of the object of super- 
imposition which is illusory out-and-out (mayavivarta- 
rilpyavi
r;ayatvam-Ibid.). . 
Prakasatmayati has moreover shown that the object of 
'Super-impositio
 cannot be explained as existin
. there by 
any other process than the contact of a very posItIve nat
e 
(spa
ta) with the object which bears resemblance as be
ng 
known by the negating knowledge which s
ows that 
he object 
of super-imposition is due to a clea
 relat.I
n establIshed 
et- 
ween it and the substratum of super-ImpOSItIOn, and he bnngs 
out the fact that the conative action flowing from such know- 
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ledge unmistakably proves such a knowledge by conta<.l with the 
object of super-imposition. Prakasatmayati has explained that 
the definition of adhylisa as given by Sailkara and as elaborated 
by his disciple and follower, Padmapada, refers to twO' kinds of 
adhyasa; to both of which the dehnition equally applies. This 
twofold adhydsa as explained by Prakasatmayati refers to arlha- 
dhy1isa (super-imposition of the__2!:>

__


 _a substratum) 
an d 1iianadhy1isa (super- imposition of the knowledge of thc' 
forme r-_
pop i!ie-_
 
o
 l.£dg
.9f th<:.- i
tter)._He says that both 
tKese-kinds of adhylisa should be explained by one lak)atJ,a as. 
given by sankara, for in adhy1isa there is not only the super- 
inlposition of the object upon the substratum but also the 
super-imposition of its knowledge upon the knowledge 01 the 
latter which is 1110re fundanlentaI. 
The obje a being super- 
impose <!. .upon _the subs tratunl generates th e £
ilse -kilO\vledge 
,,-of super-imposition whkhiSthenatu.re-' ?!_
(Yi
a£ rrhus 
Pra k asatmayati's analysis is very consistent In so £,lr as the 
definition of adhy1isa is cOl1Gerned, for all definitions should 
be as precise as possible. Akhc:indananda in his TallvadljJallfl 
has brought out the implicatiOn of this explanation of 
Prakasatmayati by saying that the super-imposition 01 the 
knowledge may be excluded if only the super-imposition of 
the object is sought to be dehned. 16 
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This two-fold explanation of the definition of adhyii
a 
by Prakasatnlayati in which he has fully brought out the sign i- 
f!(.ance of the process of super-imposition is
 however
 open 
to a common Gharge and Prakas
Hmayati clearly avoids it. 
Adhyasa either of the object or of its knowledge upon ? 
locus where false contact with what is presented makes it 
possible, may be said to have no actual recollection of the 
object (which is real) but only a similarity with such recollec- 
tion and its object (whence it is false); but the objection may 
be that except in the case of actual recollection
 there should 
not be any scope for the object of super-imposition to be due 
to any previous knowledge or any sa1nska1a (that which rakes 
up the previous knowledge)
 for only in the case of actual 
recollection this is admitted. But Prakasatmayati ably answers 
to this objection by showing that in every case of cognition 
except that is born of pure sense-contact
 there is inevitably 
a part played by the previous knowledge. Thus even though 
in the case of adhyasa there is no actual recollection
 there 
is unmistakably no knowledge born of pure sense-contact but 
of a false sense-contact with the object that bears a similarity 
with the object of recollection that is due to a previous know- 
ledge, and hence not purely contactual nor really pre-Gognitional 
but somewhat of a half-way house between the two. Thus 
Plakasatmayati's analysis and explanation of the nature of 
adhy1isa leave one in no doubt about the falsity of it which 
is born of no epistemologically valid process but of a process 
beyond valid epistemology. 
Prakasatmayati has brought out more serious objections 
to adh)Jasa as upheld by the Advaitist from the viewpoint of 
othcr Schools of Indian Philosophy. Illusory knowledge has 
been a very knotl y probleln in Indian Philosophy and ever} 
School has discussed it from its own peculiar point of view. 
I-Ience there have grown up subtle dialectical controversies 
with regard to this problem. Prakasatmayati has brought out 
these opposite viewpoints and has step by step eliminated 
them as inadequate for the explanation of illusory knowledge. 
Thus the very first viewpoint discussed by Prakasatmayati is 
of Prabh
i.kara, the...MiID.amslik.. 
ho _ 9-o

__n
! recpg
i
 ..
y 
fa1!£ .
:gpw

 g.,g£ (akltyativ 2£dz!
Prabhakara holds that know- 
lcdge may be of tw o kinds-that which is born of valid means. 


4 
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(prama'J}arnanam) and that which is born of recollection 
,(smrtzl). The first is due to some mediate processes whiGh 
separate the origination of valid knowledge from the sensc- 
contact (as the knowledge of an invariable concomitance 
between the probans and probandum-vyaptzjrl1inam-in the 
case of inference), but the second is originated upon an object 
by an immediate process of samskara (impression of a previous 
object) by the sense
contact. Hence Prabh'akara's contention 
is that knowledge can never be false, there is no such know- 
ledge as m Z lhya]n1ina, but is always true, either recollective or 
.contactual. He seems to suggest that in recollective know- 
ledge, too, where there is recollection of one object upon 
another (anyasarhprayukte cak
u# yadanant.aramanyavifiayarh 
jfi1inamutpadyate) there is no non-validity in the knowledge 
which by itself is true as due to a sarhskata (yadanantaram) 
which is raked up (udbuddha). Thus Prabha:kara's recollec- 
tive knowledge has its validity in the sarhsk1ira) no matter 
whether it is false or no. Similarly, contactual knowledge is 
,always true as due to some mediate epistemological processes. 
!}rabha:kara's analysis, therefore, excludes false knowledge 
altogether and rehabilitates in its stead a two-fold distinction 
of knowledge which in itself is always true. Even recollective 
'knowledge which is ordinarily excluded by the major Schools 
.of Indian Philosophy as not giving us valid knowledge 
(pram1i) except by the Jainas and the Ma:dhvas is recognised 
by Prabhakara as not antagonising with valid knowledge but 
rather as hanging on to it as one of its aspects, for recollectivc 
knowledge has, if no validity, a veridical content. Thu
 
Prabha:kara's contention that ayath1irthajnana is a non-lUre 
iR based upon his two-fold classification of knowledge that is 
all true. 
Prabhakara's contention that recollective knowledge can very 
well substitute false knowledge (ayatha1.thajfiana) in so far af) it 
is due to a sarhskara (pre-cognitional impression) and hence 
an object may appear upon another by way of recollection by 
the obliteration of any distinction (bhedagraha) of the recollec- 
ted and the perceived, is sought to be established on the 
ground that the posterior negation is only of the smara'J}iibhi- 
m1ina or the conative corollaries of recollection (such as 
vyavah1ira or action). Prabhakara suggests that the do
as 
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,(subjective or objective drawbacks) are responsible for calling 
up the similarity which makes the samskara of recollection at 
.all effective in producing a specific object on another. Hence 
there seelns to be a continuity of experience between the 
recollection and the perception through the agency of the 
simtlarity-iInpression (sadrSya-samskara) of a particular object, 
.and as long as do
as stay, they keep up this continuity which 
in fact is never a fact but appears as such due to very successive 
presentations of the two psychological processes. Prabhakara's 
analysis applies to all kinds of so-called false knowledge where 
he upholds the view of reality of all knowledge" and the 
.apparent unreality ( as in illusion) of knowledge is explained 
away as due to extraneous circumstances like do
as and sams
 
kara which produce only wrong actions and never false know- 
ledge. This knowledge of recollection or 
mrti is as veridical 
as the knowledge born of other valid means (Prarn(1)as) 
..and even in the origination of one object upon another 
<like silver upon 5hell) which is due to such recollection 
(as he says), there is no falsity in knowledge as is proved 
b) the negating knowledge of only conative corollaries such 
..as actions (vyavahara). 
Prakasatmayati replies to such a position by showing that 
o.khyatz (absence of illusion) is never a logical concept, for 
this term cannot logically establish anything which can explain 
,cognitions like this is silver (where there is a shell). 
Absence of khylUi (khyatyabhava) is a too wide term to include 

xpericn(es in dreamless sleep ('lUSUPlZ) into the category of 
such cognitions. Knowledge of conative actions upon a different 
,object (anyalra pravrttzheturrfilinam) is also a too narrow term, 
'for such actions are not universal. Knowledge of nlany things 
whose difference is lost, (avzviklanehakarajfianam) cannot also be 
.said to be the cause of such true knowledge for the fact that 
there is a difference between the shell and sziver which are 
.denoted by two terms. There is a cognition of duality in 
such knowledge as. is evident from the two terms of different 
,connotations. Thus the evidence of perception itself cannot 
-establish an absence of difference to explain such a knowledge 
.of one appearing as the other. 
Prakasatmayati analyses more elaborately the view of the 
.akhylitzvlidi Prabhakara and shows that on no account can 
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there be a logical possibility of the knowledgc of man} 
objects whose difference is lost (avzvzktanekapadarthajfianarn) 
by eliminating the possible alternatives to such a view. He 
shows that the knowledge of different objects whose difference 
is lost cannot account for error in knowledge for the fact that 
it becomes a dubious hypothesis. Akhal).c;Uinanda in hi-. 
T attvadipana clarifies the VIew by showing that such a view 
to account for error is untenable, for it cannot prove the 
origination of error universally and even consistently. The 
knowledge of two different objects as one unified cognition as. 
in those cases of genus-species relation where there is both 
difference as well as non-difference (bhedabhedavadzn's know- 
ledge as khan40 gau
z-a kha'(l4a-cow) is not error, nor even 
the knowledge of perception and memory giving a unihcd 
judgment is alone an explanation of error, for a unifIed judg- 
Inent of two perceptions as in the judgment. aharh rnanu
fjya
1 
can very well account for the falsity of the knowledge. Nor 
also the judgment regarding a generic and a specific object 
(samanyavzSe.Jajiianam) can be said to have a relational know- 
ledge and hence excluded frOln the category of error, for hen 
also there is a knowlcdge of dIfferent objects whose difference 
is lost, the relational knowledge (sa1hsarga-Jiianam) being a 
non-etre to the Prabhakaras \","ho advocate a clear-cut difference 
of various knowledge-processes in the c.asc of their explantl- 
tion of error and no other faclor such as the quahty-object 
rdation (gw.wgu'(lz-sarhbal1dha(l) can aCc.oul1t for 
u(h kno"\\. 
ledge. Moreover, there is a clear recognition oL (lIffel encc 
between thc generic and specific objects whic.h is c.,lpahle oi 
negating the unIfied judgment and there is therefore no P01;1i- 
bility as the Pdibha.kara holds that such unified judglllellt
 
are outside the category of error. The !)r::ibh5.kara cOlltenti01I 
of error is further vitiated by the faLL that there 
hould at the 
tiIne of peception of lhzs (zdam) be always a cleL
r.( nt dlstiIH 
tIOn with the recollection (Jzlver), or else to explain the dis- 
tinction a thIrd knowledge has to be admittcd, wheJ1«
 It 
should follow that all knowledge at) having losl the di
tin( tiou 
(m,llviktapadarthajiianam) is false. Hence l)rabh;tkara\ 
ab')cl1ce of dislinction is always with regard to a unified judg- 
Incnt and hence that judgment has a unifiedly related objcc.t 
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(as 'this-silver') without any distinction, and thus their whole 
psychology falls to the ground for the fact that their recogni- 
tion of a unified object without distinction will tantamount to 
the recognition of a relational judgment whch in fact has been 
shown to be not possible in their theory. Moreover, the 
object of recollection as advocated by the Prabha:karas as hav- 
ing an obliterated proportion (smrtipramlo.Ja) i; not easily 
understood, for the fact that smara'(labhzmana (the quality of 
being recollected) which they try to establish and which in 
their opinion is obliterated remains inexplicable. It is not 
included in pure recollection (smrtz), for when smrti remains 
.smara1}abhimana cannot be obliterated. Nor can the vice versa 
be correct, for I smara1}abhzmana being gone, smr lz will not be 
debarred £rom originating its effects. Nor can a totally different 
thing as smaraJ:.labhimana be conceived. 
"If it be argued by the Prabha:karas that previoutUl 
experiences of space, time etc., along with the perception of 
the object are smara'(llibhzmana; and these are obliterated 
afterwards, then it can be said that even in true cognition, as 
remembrance of a previously cognised person (pratyabhzJiia,) 
a') 'This is he (whom I saw)', previously experienced space, 
time etc., are also perceived and not obliterated. Here also 
there is non-recognition of difference between 'this' and 'he'. 
So there ceases to be any clear-cut distinction between the two 
kinds of cognition, in both of which smara1J,abhimana in the 
l1ature of previously cognised space, time etc., is present. Hence 
the Advaitists conclude that in recollection (smrtz) where an 
<>bject is revealed, no other knowledge of any other thing 
.exists except that the particular object remains revealed as 
it was perceived. The knowledge of other things (as space, 
time etc.) is due to inference born out of the previous percep- 
tion of the object of remembrance, for when the object was 
perceived previously, those things were also perceived and they 
.are inferred in the recollection of the former afterwards. The 
knowledge of other things being mixed up afterwards with 
the pure recollection of the object accounts for false cognition 
of the object along with those other things; truly speaking, in 
recollection (smrti) the pure object is recalled. This is th
 
reply given by the Advaita Vedantists to the Prabhakaras in 
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respect of the nature of smrtz."17 (Author's article on "'The 
Problem of Nac.re-Silver in Indian Philo&oph)"-lndtan Hl
- 
toneal Quarterly) June, 1952, Pp. 169-170). 
Prakasatmayati's analysis of .sm!tz and its object trom. the 
Advaita point of view has been nlorc elaborat<.;d by hirnsclt 
wIth reference to the verbal rec.olIectlOl1 of an obJett (1Jadiil 
padartha.sm(tz). Padmapada had hInted at thil:> a
pcct of re- 
collection and tried to show that here also thcre 18 a pure objCtt 
wIthout any other auxiliary object perceived along wIth It. 
f'rakasatmayati has shown by way ot elaborallon that both in 
abhzhztanvayavada* and anvttabhzdhanavada* thcre is thc verbal 
recollection of successive words till the last and a clear link 
among such bits of recollection is responsible for the vcrbal 
. knowledge. This hnk is established by the words ill thc Slltte


 
.;ve recollection of their mcanings by the impre&
ions of a 

elation among such words and theIr meanIngs which arc rouscd 
by the words themselves. Thus in verbal recollection, too, 
there is a clear recognition by the V edantist
, as III all olhcl 
views, that the objects of recollection (viz., the suctessivc D1C,Ul- 
ings) are pure objects raked up by the impressions obtaining 
between them and the words, and there is no scope for any 
other knowledge such as that of words related with their mean- 
ings, for the fact that such knowledge will cnd in a regressu.5 
ad infinztum by depending on anothcr knowledge and also in 
obliterating the functions of words altogether. Thus the verbal 
recollection is due to the impressions of a rela tion obtaining 


11 "ta8mi1dartl
amiltravi
ayajii.anoiany(j .
mrtl/Jal'tlU1mat}am('.1 (J, l 
l}aJ/i- 
karoti, na 1JuT'l.,a)'iilinena'ln
ayikrtalit 11'ianamOpt anyathi1 'l1'ila]fi(ll1(1t 2)UC'lH 
8mrtih 8yilt" (VH.'a1U
a, P. 180). 
* abli..1Jtitan1Jayal.-ilda- The Bha
i:a l\hm.amsists l'egal'd a judgment.al 
connection between words and theIr meamngs in a s8ntenco as issumg. 
out of meanings as exp1e88ed uy words (21adabn..,!btW.rtka). Such mcarung::; 
or connotations are coalesced together due to capabmty (yo(lyal(l)t nCCOI'!!i1ty 
((lkan'kf}ti), proXImIty (08atti) etc, in a Judgment 'rIlls knowlodge of 
coalescence as born out or the expre88io1
 of the meamngs by words in a.. 
judgment is neither perceptual or immedIately known nor is It representa- 
tional as In memory or indirectly cogmsed but is a thIrd variety of know- 
ledge. It is opposed to the Nyaya view which regards the knowledge of 
a Judgment as born out of pure words which without expl'essing the- 
meanings rake up their memury. Some, however, erroneously regard the- 
Nyaiy;1yikas as belonging to tIllS school, but Jayantabhat
a in hiffi 
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between successive meanings of words. IS Padmapada has more. 
over pointed out the possibility of smara1Jabhimana from the 
view-point of the Prabhakaras who seek to justify error by its 
obliteration. Prakasatmayati has worked upon the charges 
against any such possibilIty as hinted at by Padmapada. He 
first shows that this sma1 a
2abhimlina cannot be established by 
itself or by any external fact, for it is not determined by itself 
nor by any prama'!)a nor by any p-ramatzaPhala. Akhal).c;la- 
nanda in his l'atlvadzpana has clarified this position by sayin
 
that there is no difference of objects of smrtz and prama1'}a 
either by way of recollection of auxiliary objects such as space, 
time etc., or by different cognitions of different objects. Thus 
there is no possibility of smara1Jabhimana and no obliteration 
of it is conceivable. Prakasatmayati has moreover shown that 
the recognition of the triad of the subject, the object and the 
act pre-supposses its difference from the perceptions of them 
before any actual memory is born, either by way of inference 
or pure recollection. Thus there is a logical difference bet- 
ween recollection and perception before memory. 
Padmapada has very ably pointed out that the view of the 
Prabhakaras that error can be explained by the supposition of 


Nyiiyamafl.jari has reJected this view hke the other view of anv'/,tiibhidMina. 
(Of. matad'Vayamu'fIidantu niismabh:yam rocate,tariim. kuto'nmtiiblt?'dhiinam 
'I}(l kuto 'Vii' bh
lt'/,tiin1,'a'lla?t). 
antitiibhidlulnaviida-The Prabhakara Mimamsists hold that every 
meamng that IS expressed by a word (pada1 tha) is inevitably connected 
wIth another meaning of another word (padartMintara). There is no 
l)adiirtlw 01' connotatIOn that can stand mdependent of any relatIOn or 
connectIOn in a Judgment, Even where there are no other relata, they 
would hold the verb to be' (astl) etc which may be related wIth any 
connotation. The words expressing such related connotations in a sentence 
are as much a means of valId knowledge (p
ama
a), as the judgment itself. 
No word without bemg related m a judgment can gIve any meamng by stand- 
1l1g apart; in other words, every word should be related with Its con- 
l1otatIo
 to any other word wIth Its connotation in a Judgment so that 
we can know each connotatlOn In a judgment as a related or synthetic 
one Thus the Pr
bhakaras do away witb the Bhatta and the Nyaiyayika 
vIews of the validity of the judgment only, which coalesces together the 
connotatIOns expressed by words. 
11 "tasmiit padebl1..l/a?t padlirthamJitre8u burldlusamarthyasambandhat 
sm'rtaya iti 8iddham"--(Vzva1a
a, P. 184). 
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a recollected knowledge (smrtz) that is valid, is untenable for 
the fact that there is some kind of knowledge that is neither 
purely perceptual nor purely recollective but purely illusory 
and hence false in ztself. Padmapada has worked out in detail 
this conclusion by showing that the obliteration (p'amo
a) or 
what the Prabhakaras accept, viz., of previously cognised 
aspects of the objects, is wholly untenable on the ground that 
this smaranabhzmlina-ptamosa is not responsible tor error as 
jg evident from the fact that Inference (anumana) pre- 
'Supposes previously cognised (parok$a) space, time etc., or at 
least the previous cognition (purvlinubhava) of these and they 
remain in the shape ot impressions (samskaras) only but which 
are not found to be so present in smr tt where these .5arhshiiras 
do not present thelnselves as really calling up such previous 
knowledge of the different aspects ot the recollected object. 
Thus there is a clear-cut distinction between inference of 
cognition (rnananumana) and recollection (smrlt) in which the 
latter is unadulterated with the previous knowledge of the 
different aspects of the object tor which the PrabhakarCl 
supposes and advocates an obliteration (pramo

a). Thus 
smrtz being with regard to the pure object (suddharh vastu) 
should be a different category of valid knowledge altogether 
and cannot in any way generate ialse (mzthyli) knowledge 
(such as, of aclzons) by the obliteration of some parts. This 
is the greatest rejoinder to the Prabhakara theory and 
Prakasatmayati following Padmapada has brought this out 
quite ably.19 
VidyaraI).ya has very clearly shown that the Prabhakar(l 
contention of smara1J,libhimana or the quality of being recol- 
lected as previously cognised, remains inexplicable. He has 
suggested eight altcrnatives to mean .5rnaranabhzmana and has 
shown that none is tenable. These are-(l) smrli (rccolIc(- 
tion).. (2) smrteranya (something other than rccollection)
 


10 tasmiit pilnapramanaJJa'lhskiiu18amutthatayfi tadll8ayiivabhalHli.(tw 
tnO,tlam lWI]tl(/', na 'JYU1UlfJ, pratittto'rthafo 'l.'(j'd!Ltkorhso'8tt )/a'
.lJa d08unw"iitfalt, 
pramosah pankalpyate ... · ... ... ato nanyasalnprayo(Je'nym i8ayal'nanarn 
8mrt
ft, l
mttadMjaSa"-(Par1capadtka, Pp. 186-188) 
ato rta 1Jramdna8mrfiduairii8yame
'a i1;linasya kintu f1.t,iyatl/, bkriinti- 
jiiilJ1amap
- (Vivarona, P. 188.) 
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.(3)smrtzgatadharma (some quality of recollection), (4) purvanu. 
bhava-vtsz
tatvenarthagraha'1J-am (the recollection of some 
aspects of the previously cognised object), (5) svagata eva 
kaSczt smrtiviJe
af:z (some mode of recollection of its own), (6) 
purviinubhavagocariid vzszstajneyanimitto vise
af;, (some special 
object of recollection distinct from that of previous cognition) 
(7) phalabhedajanakatvam (the quality of producing different 
effects in recognition), (8) smarlimiiyanubhavaly, (the perception 
such as 'I remember'). VidyaraI).ya's analysis is more analytic 
than Prakasatmayati's, though the fonner has taken the cue 
from his predecessor and his analysis has brought out more 
ably the nature of smrti as opposed to the view of the 
Prabhakaras,-that is to say, that smrti is never with regard to 
the auxiliary aspects of the object but always with regard to 
the pure object. Vidyaranya has shown that there should be a 
.difference between the vyavas1iyaJanya smrti and anuvyava(jaya- 
janya smrti by way of bringing out this conclusion from the 
Advaitist standpoint. He says that in vyavasayaJanya S1n't tz 
there is recollection of the pure object (ghatamatram) but in 
. anuvyavasayajanya smrti there is recollection of the object as 
previously known (by which the auxiliary aspects are implied). 
Hence VidyaraI).ya has concluded that smrti) to be pure, can 
never rake up along with the auxiliary aspects of an object 
their anuvyavasaya or a recollective knowledge that as vouch- 
safing for their knowledge should be presupposed, and hence is 
always with regard to the object as such or an object bereft 
of any relation with anuvyavasaya or recollective knowledge, 
but having relation with vyavasaya or pure cognition that is 
a priori to anu'(Iyavasaya. 20 
Vidyara1)ya's analysis of the Prabhakara view has been 
more to unravel the incompatibilities and to bring out the 
Advaita view. He has shown that the Prabha:kara contention 


20 anu/vyavasa'!lenalf1anagoca1 anumanena '1'(( janyeyarh smrtir'vyava..'<!aya- 
jany{iya(IJ g'hatamdtragocarllyal} 8mrteranya. na cana'!Ja'p
 81,a1anako'nuvya- 
'I.'aJJayakhya?1J purt.anubhavo visayil.'rzyate, kirh tarhi, anu/"yat"fls- 
.iiyenanubaUto vya'l:asa!lavi8i
t() ghata e'va. ata etat siddham-vimatti 
smrtirna svamuZrrj1tdna-vi8ispamartlwrh gr1IJal}.ati, smrtzt t. {it padtirtha- 
'6mrtivaditi. padiini hi 8?:asambandn.es't artltesu smrtzrh janayanti-(Viva'l'a1].a- 
prameyasarh(Jra'ha-Pp. 195-196). 
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is untenable for the fact that here is no logical ground to 
suppose that the object of super-imposition (sziver) is not the 
obJect of perceptzon as the substratuln is (as according to them 
there is no knowledge of relation
amsargasamvit-between 
them but there is only a continuity of experience-naz1an- 
larye'f}a pratibhasal}); hence an illusory silver (mzthy'ii raJat) 
has to be accepted as the object of direct experien(e. 2L 
Vidyara1).ya has carried his analysis a bit further by showing 
that the object of negation (nz
sedhavz
aya) is with regard to 
the phenomenal silver (upon shell) and not the illusory silver,. 
tor then the illusory silver (pralibh'iiszkam raJatam) being there 
as the object of illusory knowledge is never the object of tri- 
tcmporal negation (trazkalzlw nZ:jedha) whkh all ncgation im- 
plies. Thus the Advaitist view, as brought out by Vldyaral).ya,. 
is that the silver is the phenOluenal (vyavahaJ zka) one which 
being falsely taken into knowledge when onc sees a shell beforc 
him is negated tri-temporally and is the object 01 negation_ 
But the object of super-imposition being the illusory (prali- 
bhaszka) silver, there is the direct experience of such silvcr in 
illusory knowlcdge. This dual role of the silver wherein it is 
illusory (pr'iitzbhaszka) at the time of false knowledge and pheno- 
menal (vyavah1iHka) at the time ot negation, has to be accept- 
ed to explain the knowledge and negation of it logically_ 
The charge of ungrounded negation in so far as the pheno- 
menal silver is never the object of false knowledgc (aprasakta- 
prati:;edha) is ably refuted by Vidyara:Q.ya who shows that the- 
phenomenal silver, though nevcr the object of illusory know- 
ledge, is falsely taken into the knowledgc of thc substrat lun 
(shell) as it generally appears (s'iimanyopadha'lt 1Jra.\akleb) and 
ncver into the knowledge of it as it is. Hcnce evcn t he nega- 
tion of an object (say, a jar) on the ground is with regard 
to the jar as it is capable of being known (though not actually 
known-in which case no negation of it would be possible) 
on the general aspects of space, timc etc., of the substratum. 
(ground). Thus the Advaitist theory as brought out by 
I 
VJdyaral).ya is unchallengeable and Vidyarm)ya's analysis has 


21 yathapratibhasamp 1.. a mtthyal a1ala8ya 8uktt)11unena nirasanayO{JlI a - 
$lItislnabhirabltyulia{larnOt-( V ivara'f}a-prameyo.8a'1hgralla 1 P. 175). 
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been more accurate and thorough-going than what his pre- 
deces&ors suggcsted. Wc have shown above that AkhaI).da.- 
nanda has just hinted at these two kind& ot the sIlver in his 
1'attvadzjJana. VidyaraI).ya has supported what hIS predccc
- 
sars, Padlnapada and Prakasatluayati. have said with regard to 
the nature of the object or illusion. The object or illusion, 
'Iccording to hIS predeces&ors, is similar to thc rccollected object 
(smalyama
zasad!Sam) and nevcr recollected as such (nll 
smaryam1ilJam). He aba harps on the same tune and show
 
that this simIlitude with the recollected object pre-supposcs the 
previous cognitIon of the silver (which was true) but whkh 
becomes false in illusory knowledge being related to the 
&ubstratum by a through-and-through ialse relation. He only 
hints at the ilnpossibility of adhyasa without such previou1> 
cognition and seems to bring out his predecessors' logical 
analysis to the forefront by saying very clearly what is hidden 
in It. 22 
VidyaraI).ya's analy
is of what his predecessor Prakasat- 
mayati hinted at is very clearly done and it leaves one in no 
doubt about the ePistemology of adhyasa. He shows that the 
object of illusion being born of impressions (of previous cogni- 
tion) is never to be seriously chalIeng
d on the ground that it 
is not recollective knowledge, pure and simple, (smrtzbhin- 
'na]fianatv1it), for he says that contactual knowledge, pure and 
slmple, becomes upadhi (the hindrance to any valid inference), 
to any such inference. We have shown above that Prakasat- 
mayati has said that except in such contactual knowledge, there 
is a role of sarhskara (inlpressions) in every kind of knowledge, 
and illusory knowledge being not born of pure sense-contact has 
to admit sarhskaras for its origination. But VidyaraI).ya PUlS 
it more logically and shows that this upad hz of pure contactual 
knowledge is co-eval with the probandum (sadhya) in the 
example (dr
{anta, viz., HaC) in perceptual knowledge") [the- 
probandum being samsk1iJfljanyatvabhavavat], but not so with 
the probans (hetu) in the minor term (Pakfja, viz., adhyiisa
l} 
[the probans being smrtibhznnajiianatvlit]. VidyaraI:1ya's logkal 


22 na hyananubkittara]atas.lla ra}atfJbk'Jiintirdrsyale-(Vil ara'T}aprameya- 
8arhgralta-P. 181). 
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.analysis comes to this that in adhyasa]'fiana there is never pure 
,contactual knowledge as co-eval with the di:fI:erence from pure 
recollective knowledge (that recollective knowledge being a fact), 
whence it follows that the probandum, viI., samshtirajanya- 
tv1ibhavavat is never proveable in the pak
a) viz., adhyasa]'fiana. 
This logical analysis of Vidyaranya proves, therefore, that 
adhyasa has to admit samskaras as well as some sort of sense- 
contact, though false, and is therefore neither born of pure con- 
tactual knowledge nor of pure recollective knowledge. 23 
Prakasatmayati has thereafter brought in the Nyaiyayika 
",iew that the silver (object of super-imposition) is present else- 
where as a real entity but is brought forth upon the shell with 
which the sense is in contact, being associated Wilh any d o
a 
(defect) and is thus taken into knowledge upon the shcll whkh 
i5 present before. The recalling of silver upon shell is, 
according to them, due 1..0 the similitude between them and 
hence the Nyaiyayikas conclude that the knowledge of silver is 
purely perceptual (graha'lJatmakam). "The Nyaiyayikas condude 
that in mistaking a piece of nacre as a piece of silvcr, there 
are not two pieces of knowledge as the Prabhakaras hold, but 
there is a third variety of knowledgc where the piece of nacre 
is cognised as being qualifIed by the knowledge of the piece 
of silver. This erroneous knowledge arises, according to the 
Nyaiyayikas, due to an abnonnal contact of the sense-organ 
(viz., the eye) with the object (viz., silvcr whi(h is absent in 
the present case but present elsewhere). This abnormal psy- 
chosis is what is known as ]fi1inalaksa1'}a-sannikar'sa or conncc- 
tion of the sense-organ with the object due to the pre-occupied 
knowledge of that object in the mind, though the object be 
110t really present." (Author's article: "The ProblC1n of Nacre- 


23 VldyJ.raI}.ya's 10glCal ana.lysis can bo understood if \\e nndQr
tand 
the nature of 1.Ip(idh
 which ]5 defined in IndIan logic as ,'!(;rllIJ/tl.'IJ/fl '1':Vapako 
lja8ttt lwt(iJaI.JJ(jpal..a
tathil sa upiidhill" viz, that which is {'o-oval wIth 
8tidk.1f a or probandum but not 50 WIth lietu, or probans is tho up(jrl1
i. 
In vahd mference If any factor IS shown to be such as not eXlstinA' co- 
extensIvely with the liet1t by which the sr;dlLya is sought to be ostabHshed 
In the pak
a, while so eXIsting wIth the silrlllJ/a in the known cases 
(tlrstelnta), then the whole inference seekIng to establish the sfj(lhll a in 
any pal-:fl.a (minor term) becomes fallarious for thE' absence of such co- 
extensive 8(ldll1fa on the strength of a weaker hctu ill the 'Pak
a. 
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Silver in Indian Philosophy" -Indian Hzslorzcal Qum terly, 
June, 1952; Pp. 164
165). 
Padmapada hints upon this view when he exposes the 
incompatibilities and Prakasatmayati works upon this ela- 
borately. Tp.is view which is known as anyathg,khyatzvadq 
cannot stand the scrutiny of logic, as Prakasatmayati and 
AkhaI).q.ananda expose it to it. Prakasatmayati says that the 
alternative interpretations to anya
hakhyatz may be: (1) Know- 
ledge of a different form with regard to a different subsLratuln 
(anyak1irarh jfianam anyalambanam), (2) Knowledge of an 
object appearing as a different object (vastuno vastvantarat- 
'mana avabhasaly,), (3) Knowledge of an object transformed 
di!fferently (anyath1i part1Jate vastunz jfianam). The fIrst 
interprefation is untenable on the face of it, for the 
Nyaiyayikas cannot admit the object and the revelation of 
knowledge as different when they have to oppose the direct 
apprehension of an object as it exists. The object cannot 
assume a different form when it is in contact with the sense 
for the fact that it cannot produce a different form (akiira) in 
knowledge which is contradictory. Nor can the object be said 
to be the object of actions flowing from such knowledge (of 
taking one thing as the other) for the fact that neither by 
way of intervention (vyavadhana) nor by way of immediacy 
({J()yavadhana) can the object be said to be the object of such 
motor-actions. When, for example. from the knowledge of a: 
tiger, a cudgel is brought in, the cudgel, being the object of 
motor-actions flowing from the knowledge of the tiger, cannot 
be said to be the object of the knowledge of the tiger. Hence 
Prakasatmayati concludes that such difference in the object 
due to the motor-actions produced by the sense-contact cannot 
be logically established. 24 AkhaI).q.ananda in his Tattvadzpana. 
has shown that over and above these two alternatives in the 
first interpretation, two others are also untenable. Firstly, the 
object cannot appear as different due to any benefit accruing 
from the knowledge of the substratum (sarhvijJanzt1itisayasra- 
yatvam), for when the object is destroyed (Pradhvasta) it ceases 


24 ta8mfit tadfikfi'fa evatambanam iti ntinyfikii'fa7rb jf'liinamanytilam- 
banarna'nyathakf1,yi1t
riti-(Vi1 arat1.a, P. 189). 
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to have ever been wrongly perceived; secondly, appearing as a 
different object is never possible if the object be a future one, 
whcre the objectivity of appearance (bhanakarmatvam) is 
never possible till it will be produced, or even if the object is 
said to be revealed by way ot motor-actions (vyavahaTa- 
1)i.
ayatvam) due to the appearance, then lnany ancillary pro- 
pcrties of an object will have to be admitted as coming with- 
in the spllere of such appearanc.e. 2 ;) Prakasatmayatl has more- 
.over repudiated the other two alternatives ot the anyathli- 
llhyatzvadzn with regard to the meaning ot anyathlikhyati. 
The second interpretation referred to above, viz., knowledge 0't 
an object appearing as a different object, is not plausible for 
the fact that unless the Nyaiyayikas adnlit an illusory (mztlzyli 
=anlJvacanzya) relation bctween the knowledge and thc 
.objec.t of appearance as the Advaitists do, no knowledge of 
such appearance is ever to be contemplated This impos- 
sibility is due to the metaphysical stand of this School where 
there is complete diH:erence between the generic object and 
its specific attributes, and hence no real relatIon can be 
effected between them; nor is there any unreal relation as they 
do not admit it. Thus a void relation (.sun'Yah samsargaJ:t) can 
never come into the knowledgc in such cases. Even the 
recognition of difference and non-difference (bhedlibhedau) 
cannot account for error, for then valid cognitions like 'this is 
a khanij,a-cow' will be erroneous. Hence the Nyaiyayika being 
impelled on the horns of a dilenuna, would rather prefer a 
real relation (sarhsargasatyata) to an unreal (anzrvacanzya) one, 
but that would make his theory of error a precarious hypo- 
thesis inasmuch as the relation being real, no negating know- 
ledge would ever be possible, or, there would bc no distinc- 
tion between real and erroneous knowledge, and thus error 


2.5 I
i'ln.ak{irarpakat
'amulambanatvam ? uta 8am
'ttpraYIl
.tal ya
'a- 
ltaraL.Mayatvwn? aho 8a:ffI/v
J1anttatt8aya8rayat/'am,? atkavii. blLii.
a'manatlJam? 
na tntiyah, prarlh/l.-a'Jtaderav
l}ayat/..a'l'ra8ang(J.t. nal)i caturtllalL b1w.8a
 
rnanatl.am bhana"karmatvam uta tatprayukta/Jyavahara'/ 't8ayatlialn? nii.dyak, 
b7La
.'t,'J#adaderaL-Mayaiapatte?L no. d't2tiyah nantar"iyal:atayil 'I ya/ alulra- 
1 'Lf}aya'3']J,a lcaladhautarnaluderapi 1...a1adllauta}1i1inatnf!a.lJat/:(1.'fJatte.ll,. tasmat 
tadalctirarpakas]ja v't8a:lJatvam 'I.'aktavyam tacca nii.tre.ti 8ukte.ranliltm/..ba- 
natvamityab hiprliye'l}opasamharati-ta87nat tadlikara stt. -( T att vadipana, 
P. 189). 
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.and negation would indiscriminately appear in every piece of 
valid and invalid knowledge. The Nyaiyayika might suggest 
that his anyath'iikhy1iti refers to the knowledge or revelation of 
.an object transformed differently (anyath'a parzJ;late vastunz 
. ifi1inam), and It is the shell that is transformed as the silver. 
But it is Padmapada who has shown clearly that ;uch a view 
is untenable, on the face ot it, for the transformation having 
been real like that of milk into curd, there would nevcr appear 
.any negating knowledge (badharnana) afterwards. Hence to 
admit any such transformation is to adlnit the reality of know- 
ledge in such cases of error. This alternative of real trans- 
formation of the substratum into the illusory object is the very 
.old view of anyathakhyati as advocated by Bhagavad 
.Bhaskara, who admits both difference and non-difference 
.(bhedabhedau) in tvery relational knowledge. This view is, 
;therefore, not the N')aiyaYIka's own, but borrowed from 
:Bhaskara. 
Prakasatmayati says that it is the Pdibhakaras who are 
.epistemological realists and who never admit falsity in know- 
ledge, that have brought out the views of the opponents, viz, 
.the Nyaiyayikas and others who recognise error in knowledge 
(bhramaviidzns) by way of showing the fallacies in their systems. 
Hence the above account of the Nyaiyayika view of anyalha- 
khyatzvada is from the viewpoint 01 the Prabhakaras who, says 
Prakasatmayati, are out to demolish any theory of crror in 
knowledge, and hence who next attack the 
uddhist theory of , 
iifmaAhyativada. It is well-known that except the Madhya- 
mikas, all other Schools of Buddhislll subscribe to this 
iitmakhyati theory of error which explains it from the angle 
.of an epistemological idealism. Hence these Schools arg ue 
that it is the consciousness (vzjfiana) that is the sole cause ot 
the appearance of all the empirical phenomena, and it is, there- 
fore, the gTound of all the appearances. "N ow the advocates 
of atmakhyattv-ada are all subjectivists in so far as they recog- 
:nise nothing outsitle of knowledge. The object of knowledge 
is only a form of knowledge which alone is true. Knowledge 
.and its objects are inseparably connected and invariably pre- 
'Sent; hence there is, so to say, identity in them. 
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They hold that the piece of nacre is existent only in knowledge 
and the error arises only when we falsely suppose it to be 
present outside of knowledgc. Their argument starts with 
their recognitIOu of the fact that whatever form is perceived 
IS, without anothcr perception to the contrary, true, real; but 
its negation is possible only when such another stronger per- 
<..cption to the contrary arises. Hence they hold that when we 
negate the knowledge of silver on a piece of nacre, what we 
have to do is to adnut only the negation of external manifes- 
tation of silver whIch is internal and not of the pIece of silver 
itself. It is better and wiser, they hold, to acknowledge such 
a standpoint, for in doing so, we are logically precise being 
at the same tiIne concise." (Author's article : "The ProbleIH 
of Nacre-Silver in Indian Philosoph)"-Indtan Hlstoncal 
Quar terZy- June, 195
', P. 160). This external Inanifesta- 
tion of silver which according to this theory is the 
object of negation is raked up by an ilnpression which had 
been imprinted, so to say, upon the series of momcntary bits 01 
knowledge (Jffiinasantatz or vl]nanasanlalz) and this inlpression 
though I separated by a gulf of such momentary bits 01 know- 
ledge, can call up the silver by way of 
imihtude. They go 
even to the extrelne of admitting an cternal chain of impres- 
sions regarding an external object carried down through the 
momentary bits of knowledge and the calling up of the object 
by the maturity (pa: zp1ilw) of this imprcs
jon-
eries (vasana).2f 
Prakasatmayati brings ouL the fallacics to su<..h a view of 
the Buddhists frOJn the viewpoint of the Prabhakaras who attack 
the atmakhyati doctrine. The Prabhakaras according to 
Prakasatmayati point out that the silver which is held by the 
Buddhists as the objective projection of the subjective existence 
is never capable of being accounted for in error. If il is not 
born there, it can have no appearance, and if it is held lo be 
horn, it fails to be subjective, for an objective basis of such 
appearance (say, an external object perceived before) has to be 
admitted But the Buddhist argument being that the subjec- 
tive silver is only projected as external undQr the influcncc of 


28 tajJanyajiianasantiina 
taraditYari iidwasanapriilll tari1- 
-(V
varat1a, P IP2) 


twa salhsl.'iiran, sa ('a 
rajatam b'llddhyiil..aro 


tatl
a1,tdll,fl') 1'i(inti11- 
bah£7 rada I': au hasaf e 
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illlpcrteCtlons (doJas) adhering to the l..no,dcdge (or, say, 
ih er) 
\.\ hIch IS 
ubje<..tlve in ilsdi, l)rabhakara
 <..harge thenl with 
Hon-ongulation ot all} externally projected silvcr; lor, they 
point out thal thc causal l.nowledge 01 the externally proje<..- 
led 1)llver being prior to the object has not the capacity to 
fC' cdl it, .:lnd any oLher kno\\' lcdge devoid of ilnper{ections 
aLt(lLhcd to It can nc\ cr be said to be the cause of the calling 
up of the external 
ilver lor the 
ilnplc ta<..t that therc (ea"iC
 
lo be any cau
al nexus bet v.:een a particular piece of. l..no\\ ledge 
and a particular appearan<..e (which is possible only under the 
inHuence 01 the do.m
 calling up the external projection
 
through .('li
anas or impre
sions according to the BuddhIst
). 
.Finally if the knowledge being under the influcnce of. thcse 
do
as can call up the extcrnal proJection, then the latter bCIng 
h>rn of the knowledge of silvcr \'lhich is subjective should be 
admitted a
 a real (.sat) category like the subjccti\ c silver, or 
cl')e, the exlcrnal projection of silver should c.ease to have for 
it<-, cause the subjective knowledge of sih'cr which lual.es the 
fonner appcar. This adulission of thc reality of the projectcd 
entity is 1r01n the view of the theory of l.no"tderlge ill and 
through tonns (sak1ira]rliill(ltJ1ida) of the Buddhist. These are, 
a((,ording to Padlnapada.
 analysis, sonle of the 1)erious chargcs 
put forward bv the Prabhdkaras against the Buddhists (lit m(l- 
hlryaliv1id1Jls) whose doctrine scelns to callapse under thelll, ana 
thc Prabhakaras' stand to defend their own h given a furthcr 
leasc of examination. This has been done by Praka
dtmayati 
who has shown that the Pdibhakarae; have cxpo')ed t hc falla- 
cies to the 1ilmakhylitzl/iida only to give themselves up a
 up- 
holding a theory whic.h is to be put to further considerations 
by the Advaitists. 
The Prabhakara contention that in error thcrc arc t Wt> 
picces of knowledge-one of thc nature of perception and the 
other of the nature of mClTIory-both of whic.h are true in 
them
elve5, is next soug'ht to be exalnined critically by 
Prak:isatmayati. Hence he has bTought in the Advaitist position 
that there is a unified knowlcdge in error which h dcsignalcd 
a<, illusory as being born of ignorancc (a1. ' uh'ii) of thc sl1b
tra- 
turn. The Advaita position relating to crror or illuson- know- 
ledgc is con
istent with ite; mctaphysical stand ,..;here thc "\Vit- 
ncss-Self (S1ik 
lcai lan)'n) is conceivcd as the background of 
5 
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all knowing. III empirical knowledge, however, there .arc 
elnpirical linlitations of the Sak
z-cazlallya through the 11l1ud 
(anta1.zka'Ja
la), its urges (vrttlS) and the object (vz
aya),but the 
Sak
z-caiLanya is always the sole revealer of everything involved 
in epistelnological processes. This Inetaphysic.al position has 
been taken in by PrakaSd.tlllayati here in exphnning the Advaita 
theory 01 illusory knowledge. In fact, hele had bcen illithLted 
a Inasterly analysis of the theory which ha
 bcen elabolated 
by a host of later dialecticians 01 .\dvaita Philosophy. 
Padmapdda has hinted at this explanation, though in a cr} plic 
way, and Praka&atIllayati and AkhaJ).
Hinanda have elaboratcd it. 
The Advaitist argue that the recollcction of which lhe 
Prabha:karas hold obliteratIon (pramo)a) of &01ne aspects is a 
non-entity and in its plac.e, a third variety of knowledge arises 
which can cxplain the origination of the illusory silver as being 
called upon the shell. Thus the category of illusion i:, an 

lltirely different one arising out of the co-operation of several 
factors, viz., the c.ontact (sarhyoga) betwccn the sensc and the 
substratum, iInperfections (do
a) in the SCllbC and an ignorance 
(avzrlyli) pertaining to the Consciousness of the substratmn. All 
these f,lctors are coalesced together as a result of whiGh there 
appears the illusory silver upon the 
hen, the silver beIng the 
tr ansformation of {ltIzdJ'ii pertaining to it& consciou&lless raked 
up by the ill1perfectiolls (do
as) whiGh not only retard the 
.origination of the knowledge of the substrdtum but help to (,dl 
up the object of illusion through the flvulya. Thus the 
Advaitists hold that therc is one complex whole of knowlcdge 
in illusion into which the iInpresbion (\a1iz'il<aw) and hnperfect 
cause (du
ta-kara
2a) pertaining to the calling up of the object 
of illusion play their part unitedly
7. This shows that the 
Pr
hhakara contention of the adnlission of two pieces of kn<)"w- 
lrdgc of which one, viz., recollection, foregoes some aspec..ts 
(,m1?tzp10mo
m) is untenable for the fact that the Advaitist COl)- 
tention that error is a complex pSy<.hosis where many a fauor 
plays jts part to account for it is more logical and more con- 
forn1ing to the nature of error. The Advaitist interpretation 


27 /,;{iJ al1arlo
a71, 7.:rirlJaI iSf',<Je ta8ya lal:lith 'fW'1I nil b(l/
1lr l'Q sarh8X'tl?'a- 
'1.18f'.<;amap'yudbodllaljaf;, ldiryagarnyat1'(it kfirana-do,<wsakff'/I afa[t 8aliuT.'i'irl1- 
du,t{!ah21'Q!la3arhl'alitaU:a 8{imagri.
(Pafi.capalhl.:ti. P. 195). . 
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vf error, ,,,,hen nlOre elaborately discussed, '\-",ould COllie up to 
this that error is due to thc transformation of the aVlCI)'li or 
ignorance pertaining lo the c'onsciousne
s of the 5ubstratulll J 
and it is this aVldya which being aided by the extraneous 
imperfeulOns ot the sense-organ, rakes up, through similarity, 
the iJlu
or) sIlver, that is along with the k.no'wledge of the 
silver knov.'l) directly by the Sal?
l-caztan)'a or the 'Vitness- 
Conbciou
nebb. Hence the objec,t and kno'wledge of lllusion 
being bOlh dIrectly re\ ealed LO the SlikJI-ulllanya" the 
avzcly1imlll or the urge or avulya which is responbible tor the 
,calling up of the object oi illusion has also a part to play, 
though it has along \\Tith the obJea of illw)lon to be directly 
revealed by the Sak5i-cozLanya (it being inert); but then the 
critic5 ot 
he Advaitist contention 'would point OUl that this 
theory "where there is a complex whole of knowledge falls 
.down, for here there arc two knowledgcs, onc of the 
aVldyavrlll dnd the othE.r of S(ik.\l.{{l1[anya as lC\ ealing thc 
fanner. The AdvJ.itist answer to buch a <...harge i" clearly 
brought out by Praka
atmcl\ ati who bays that the result of 
knowledge i
 to be infen"c'd from the object and not £ron1 the 
:knowledge itself, so that the nature of knowledge as to unity 
or "ariety is the result of knmdedge inferred frOll1 a unified 
,or a \ aried objec,t and nevcr from the knowledge itself which 
may be one or Iuany without any st.rings attached to it to 
,detennine its own nalure as such. Here Pr
lkasatma)atrs 
analysis is in confonnity with the Advaiti
t position of the 
lelation between knowledge and its objects, that i,; to 
ay, of 
the self-lulninous character of knm\-ledge ".;hich reveals the 
'object., whether it be one, lnany or falsely rcg
lrded as one. 
The unity or variety of knowledge does not. depend on know- 
ledge 'which is se1£-revealed and unifonn, but the oblects being 
,different (as one, nlany or falsely recogniscd as one) lend the 
(olour (iilfiira) to knowledge as <;uch. Thus empiric'aIlv speak- 
ing, knowledge, though a unified and self-revealed enlity, takes 
the 
hape of the object it rcvcal 'J. Hence Prakasatmayati says 
that though th«.: opponents urge that there are two knowledge- 
procc.;;
es here in illusion, yct the object being a unified whole 
-does not bifurcat.e knowledge which turns out to be a unified 
whole. Had there been two 'Jeparate objects revealed by two 
separate knowledge-processes, there .would have been a diver- 
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sity in knowledge. But here the two knowledge-processes-. 
being with regard to the (real) substratum (I.e., shell) and the 
unreal object (i.e., silver). both of which lose their difference 
in error, there appem s to be a unified knowledge, though there- 
are different knowledge-processes. The duality 01 the knowledge- 
situation here could not _ haye of itself been responsible for the 
variety of the knowledge-situation but for the variety of the 
objects it revealed. But when once in illusion that variety of 
objects is gone by super-imposing one (the silver) upon another 
(the shell) where a unified object seeins to be born out of such 
false super-imposition due to a1.lJ(lyii backed np by ilnpre<'
Ion 
and similarit), the Yariet
 at l.nowledge-
ituatioll dho goe
, 
"way, and a unifIed, tOlllplex 'whole or kno",led
e ha
 to be 
acl1niued III adhyam. Thi" i& the AdvailI"l po
ition 01 the 
nature of kno\dedge in illu<,ioll which hd.s been masterfully 
brought to light by Pra1.abatmayati 28 . 
Prakasatmayati further analyses the Prd:bhdkar,t \ iew that 
the two pieces of knowledge in enol' are bOlll without an" 
intervening time (nz1anlarotpanna) and hence there need Hot 
0.:: any unity of knowledge a
 supposed by the Ad\aita Ve<.tul- 
tists. The Prabhal.ara vie"w is that the t\vo piecc" of know- 
ledge (one of the nature of perteption and the other of the 
naturc of memory) are pre
ented 
uccessivcIy and without an
 
intervening" time in the nlind, as a resulL of wl1ith labc ac I ion 
(1J)avahiira) and false dcsignation (vyajJade\a) Hcm. Hence 
they hold that there i
 hardly any ground for holding th.tt 
there arises a c01llplex whole of knowledgc ill error, ao;; the 
Advaitists bold. This vicw is cxamined clcclrly b
 Praldi
at- 
tnayati and Akhal).<;lananda who show that unintcrrupted hil", 
of knowledge cannot alwa) s account for action and designa- 
tion, true or false. Pral.a
atma)ati brings out the nature of 
\"crbal knowledge from the standpoint or the Bhaq(l 1\Ii11la1ll
i
t
 
:Iud the N)aya-Vai
csikas to sho"w that hcrc there hein?; dn un- 
interrupted series of word-knowledge, c'er)' bit of such know- 
ledge being momentary cannot coa1csce to givc the de
ircd unitv 
of meaning 'which is possible only when the impressions of 


28 '11
a!Jifl (lrr1I1'11'1ul/i/ 1/1 711wlm1/01'oblLiJsat(, 11(1 1,ilimi, (1(( III 11/1 {lIIl 
I I.'
n 11{1,
Ca sat 11a1111 tll JI'71. (I'If If1In1YOIJ/O".IIlil m af a,//mbafOmiJpa'Tlnflh, f P11f11l.'0 11- 
.«m/ft/ acr/lL7l11oplwlail.. at / opi1dl/{l1l f/{lhflllni f 11 IjUj fli1J1 ad I a,ljo1Jl(lj!//el,:(wl1ftl/il2Ja- 
uo !lata 1ti Mdf, (111--(l'lt.ma
,((. Pp 198189). 
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.the momentary hits of knowledge stay upto the last word 
which alone is thus capable to do so. Prakasatmayati there- 
.after draws an analogy from inferential knowledge where also 
.the knowledge of the probans (lingajiiana) and the knowledge 
.arising out of impressions (sarhskara) nlerge together to give 
t.he knowledge of the probanduln. This view has to be accep- 
ted in order to account for a unity of causal cognitions which 
:lre not isolated bits of knowledge arising out of a variety of 
.causes. Prakasatmayati has ably sho'\'\"n that in inferential and 
.errorneous cognitions and in recalling of recollection (pratyab- 
hzjfia), there is invariably such concomitance in the causal 
.cognitions which coalesce to produce their effect, e.g.) a unified 
knowledge. As to the nature of inferential knowledge 
specially, it is to be admitted that the knowledge o[ the impre- 
ssions (sarhskara) is a necessary factor which calls up the 
recollection of concolnitance (between the probans and the 
probanduln) through the knowledge of the probans (linga- 
Jnana), impressions (sarhsk1ira) and the consequential recollec- 
tive knowledge of concomitance (v)'liptzsl1zrtZ) so that the know- 
ledge of the probandum ensues. This view being accepted by 
the MiInaIl1sists to account for infercntial knowledge (as opposed 
to the \'iev\T of the N aiyayikas who hold thc knowledge of 
.concon1itance as&ociated with the knowledge of the minor 
tcrm as having such concomitance between the probans and tRe 
probandum, Prak.asatmayati shows that in illusion, too, there 
is a unitary knowledge born out of several factors, viz., con- 
;tact of the sense-organ (sarhprayoga), ltl1pressions (sarhsklira), 
ilnperfections (do
a) and ignorance (avidy1i), and not two 
pieces of knowledge, as advocated by the Prabhakaras. Padma- 
pada, too, has shown that in illusion, there opcrates the same 
Jaw as in other [arms of knowledge, such as, inferential or 
J'e-representational, but the difference lies in the fact that in 
the latter forms of knowledge there is no iInperfection or 
ignorance at the origin and hence they are true, while in the 
.fonner there is the defect of ignorance at the bottom whence 
.it is untrue 29 . Here it must be noted that Padmapada strikes 


29 tas'l11((71t1i{Jadara.
anamet'a .Clam banrll
aJ'liiina8a1h8kiirarnudbodlI1Ia tatso- 
}/ itwh lnigiJnfina'1h ianalfatiti 'I. alctavyam-{ Pwt.capildi'kll, P. 202.) lingadars- 
anasya 5mh81
ii1'0abodfla'kata1f{j'1I1Jat7L{j81drlhatl ilt sanz57...iira 1'1.1 a liilgi- 
1wdll aT.'all, tata[b upa'.mrhhara1} am an 1flJoprmnam; tyr"18mikya 8a?it8lctira8Jj- 
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a new note in the origination or inferential knowledge, [or he 
does not side either with the lVlinla111sists or 'wIth Naiyayika&, 
but says that impresszon of the knowledge of concOlnitancc 
alone is capable to generate infercntial knowledge (without 
recollection of the concomitance or without knowledge ot 
association 01 such conc.olnitance 'with the lninor tenn). 
Prakasatlna)ati has sutlul1cd up very logically the Advaiti
t 
positio11 of illusory knowledge 'whic.h is kno'wn as an,:!
vaca: 
nzyqk!z)'atwqda by showing the logical and p
j'chological 
anOlnalies in other vie'ws. For exanlple, hc has shown that 
in the Pdibha:kara theory of aklzyafl there is a bundle of un- 
called-for a
&mnplions, ,i7., the recollection 01 the.: prescllttd, 
the obliteration of 
01ne a
pect'; of rec.olk( tioll, rc<ognilion ot 
two picce
 01 l,-Ilowledge \\'here a tdJiLu y .knO\ylcdgc Ln.il>c
, Cl(. 
Similarly iu the Nai)a\lJ...tt \1(;\1,. lhere i.., thc p.,\<.hologI<,.tl 
inconsi
tellq in making the silyer dircu I} pen cn <.:d at{ pre
Cll! 
elsewhere and the logical illC.Ol1"btCll<..\ of lhe abf,CIHC of au" 
relation betwcen the silver and the shell ina,;nu.H..h m ,\I,ithout 
a relation obtaining there between the supcr-imp0'led and the 
locH':> of super-imposition rcvealcd in a unital) pie(c 01 inc,\\' 
ledge, the Nal)
) ikas theory of super-selhuous rela'LiolJ 
(alallklka
rrn111km w) cannot be logically eSlablished; and in 
the Buddhist theory there if: the uncalled-Em ac.,
lll11ption of the:: 
extern311
 pcrcc.ivcd ac; the internall
 prc"ent In the Ach aiti..,t 
theory, however, thcre is an illu
oq ob jecl, \i7 , the "lh cr, ,dli( h 
is perceived on the shell falfiel)' bU!. the &ilvcl" i
 ne-vcr real ii
 
the phenOlnenal world. lIcnce Pr£tka4:illllayali 
ho".s that the 
Advailist conception of threc grade,; of rea]jly,-il1u
ory. phe- 
non1cnal and transcendental, is con')i
lenL 'with the logiC' and 
psychology of illusion, inasmuch a,; the illu,>orv "ib:er ha... 
t 
reaIit) (illusory) which ic;. negated in the phcnomcpal plane. 
Thu.; the existencc (salla) of "i1\"c1' i'i there ...0 long 
I
 \\ l' PC'} 
c:ci,-e it and hcncc the siln'r i'i. c;o to sa\. horn tlH'1l a11(l 


(/n ubI. t7larnii.11 a L I 
U1/flf I Plu7nad In (/(Ifm' I 1,(1 I/al /'((.' (/ III bllrli'171 .,mll Ql Ii I aNtilll1 mil 1/11- 
rl(ltlM,
anmh v()t71wl am-(Tattl ad'ip01w, P 202). rtI/(iJll(' 1'(1 ('(I 'III/ril/ftl, 
7J7 ((II/(lb'h i7;ifinr,) )11 na pm)(
l jlir711n£h aI!f' 1n'mll(IJ1f1ma,
1 i tafn. rl Mil 1/ mil (ili- 
1/ajiirlnrtl,r;fuuli7/0 7lilr7(libll.1l01io el..aJh ritmJiWnaih l1ulm.(Wli!l(l'i/1. falUl la/li'll- 
l'fll Ii (11/ 0- jll afl/a blli rial- ('I trCl/7i,li.nti nr7'l12adl l .'11 tll. ii1fJf/a/'nfulllflll iid ?/alll iiI llw,m 1'1 tI- 
'1'"lduflSali. 1na f1r z.riraTJa(lo.
(ldllfafllli.blllilr7J11/.(i/.(lb1/(I'I((" -Pm;('a]Jt7t7il.r(, Pp. 
203-2G4 ) 
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there.'w The pO
itiOll of the Ad\'aita "edal1tlst
 £lS brought 
out by PadInapadc:t and Praka
atnlayati regarding the nature of 
illusion LOlnes to this lhat the objeLl 01 illu
ioll should be 
regarded as such that il& false charaLter becOllles apparent 
WillIe:: It is put to ]ogical test. This lalsh)' (1JHth)'ulva) is 
aCLording to theln ant} uacanl)'alua and logically establi5hes the 
objcct 01 illusion as thc creation of ignorance (a-otdy(;,) covering 
up the consciousne
s of the locus, as &upporlcd b) lllcthod 0.1: 
agreement and difference (anvayavyatiJekasiddha). The object of 
ilJU.,lOn, therefore, is diflerent [rOln the phenomenal object and 
i
 llegated by the knovdcdge of this object. Hence the object 
o
 illusion and its kno\dedge are bOlh crealed by maya or 
nescicnce covering- up Lonsciousne&& of the 10Lu;) that are 
dircctly revealed by Slik5lcailanya or the \t\litness-Consciousness. 
This creation of mliyli and the consequential illu&ory knowledge 
,ne what is preaLhed by Advaita Vedanta ,\;hose logic reSl
 
upon the fact that "WhU1C\"Cr there is a f,the ObjCLt, there is 
the ITIIXing-up 01 the objects ot two grades 01 reality,-bc 
it phenomenal and illusor} or transcendcntal and phcnOlnenal. 
The whole logic 01 illusion hinges upon thi
 contention WhILh 
spcdks volulnes in suppon of the A.dv,titist position that illu- 
SIon is the fabe Lreation of mayli or neSClenLC that is ilsel1 an 
unlcal entity. All our false knowledge is bOlll out of the 
ue..ltion of a false objeu on a locus that is falsely got Inixed 
up wilh it. This is knovv.n as the anll vacanYyahh';;'iill of the 
.Advaita Vedantists who bring out clearly the object of 1...1l0W- 
ledge of illusion fronl the l:itandpoint o[ a logIcal anal
bis of 
the pos,;ibility 01 sudt an abnormal pS
Lho':lib. "They 
hold that as Consciousne':l
 is the only real sourcc of Tevc1a- 
tioH of a thing, the con
dousness of the lno\\cr (jnamal!(,wla- 
nya) revealed through the THill gets identified wilh the Con- 
sciousness on which the thing is super-imposed (v'Ja'yac(lilanya)
 
and then the ignorance cO\ ering up the nacre (.reaie
 the silver. 
Everything o[ the uni\erse, according to the Advaita Vedan- 
tists, is the creation of ignorance 111 the sense that it is supcr- 
im.posed on Consciousness and has no independent exilltenc.e. 
This piece of silver is aha the creation of ignorance as it has 


'0 HZantii
aJJ1l:wrfJal (((Zra]ala'l/fl .
1I1..'111.(7s{LJ;/I:ta/'q()'!I(lm 01 aMu;,lIale, 11a 
'F(ljafasytipa7wwItW71t-(Fil (Ira
)(f. P 204). 
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110 separate existence apart from the Consciousness (of nauc) 
on which it is falsely cognised. 
The silver is, therefore, according to theIn, the external crea- 
tion of the san1e value of internal ignorance, because it is as 
untrue as ignorance itself.. This is known as parz'f)ama 01 
ignorance into the fonn of silver." (Author's article: "The 
Problen1 of Nacre-Silver in Indian Philosophy"-Inclian Hzs- 
torzcal Quarterly-June, 1952; P. 167). 



CHAPTER I V 


THE STATUS OF SUPERIMPOSED OBJECT : ITS 
NEGATION AND CREATION, WITH A CRITICAL 
ANALYSIS OF THE ADVAITA VIEW OF THE 
SUBSTRATUJ\1 


Praka
at)l1ayati has introduced an intercsting discussion all 
the nature of 1n1i:ya which Padmapada had equated with avidya 
when he said that the silver is the creation of m1iya (ait.o 
rnayamayarh 1'ajatam-PancaPlidzkii" P. 205). These two con- 
cepts have a difference according to some Vedantists in so far 
as maya is said to be the cosmic principle of ignorance that 
depends on the creator (karla) and does not affect him in any 
'way, while aVldyli has quite the opposite characteristics. But 
Prakasatmayati does not recognise this dIfference inasmuch as the 
real characteristic (SVal iipalak5a
w) is the san1C in both, veiling' 
of the real nature of objects and projecting of a difterent nature 
in its place (tattvavabhasajJrallbandha
{)lp'aryayavabhasa- 
'(lk
a
zas)'a-Vivarana, P. 208) are the con1111on attributes of 
hoth. Hence Prakasatmayati brings out the fact that maya 
and avzdyii have the same attributes and hcnce the same falsc 
(anilvacanzya) nature, inasll1uch :lS the efficient causes like the 

ense
diseases or incantations (manlras) calling up the avidyaka 
,or thc m1iyzka object are due to the samc fundamental prin- 
ICiple of ctcrnal nescience (anadyajlzana). Evcn in the /;ntti 
thcre i'i clearly no distinction betwecn ma)'1i and avidya as is 
evidcnt frOJu thc passagc: mii)'am '1l prakrtiri1 vidyat 
(.<;ue t (7kuarma UIJani\ad), for, as Praka
atmayati points out, here 
m1iya and fl1. I zdya a
 the two fundamental principles are said 
to be of ulenllcal nature along with their effects of super- 
inlpO'iition (adh)"iisa) and proiectiol1 (vzJhe fJa) Akhandananda 
in his TnfluaclifJana clarifies the point furthcr that as mliya is 
the fundamclltal prin<iplc or cosmic c\'olution (which is a pro- 
jection upon the Abso]utc consciouF>ncss or BurJzman l ), therc is. 
therefore, a logical nccessity to regard (1{lidyii as. not a diffcrent 
principle fr01n it but identical with it. The common distinc- 
tion drawn between them is based 011 the di'itinction of jiva 
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and lSvara who are respectivel) rcgarded as the ground (1iSraya). 
of them (Cf. the view of PrakaUirthavivara1).akara in hi
 
P1akala't thavzvarmza dIscussed in '] he Doclrin1e of Maya-by 
Dr. A. K. Raychaudhuri, P. 104). But Prakasatlnayati seen1S 
to suggest that this distinction is neither logical nor warranted 
by scriptural evidence for the fact that they have an identical 
nature of false super-imposition and false projection in the 
matter of producing false creation (iatlv1ivabhlisaf)ratiband1za
 
vlparyayavabhZi!Jalaksa
wsya-VzvaJaJ1a) P. 208), and Akha1).da- 
nanda sums up their identity from the viewpoint of one funda- 
mental principle governing the coslllic evolution.: n Prakas
H- 
mayati has lTIOrCOVer shown that the distinction behveen may1i 
and avzdya on the basi:') of affectation on thc gTound or locus 
of thcm IS also untenable, for in both ca'les thcr<: is the absence 
of 
fl:cctation due to thc knowledge of negation and knowledge 
of ovcrcOluing 01 the fahe appearance (badhanz
cayaf)rOlzk1im- 
jiifi Jl 1ibhyam-T'11. 1 (l1il71fl) P. 209). Thus the distinction on thil) 
glound is an illogical one inasJlluch al) both have the same 
pdndples at the bot tom which make thcn1 opcrative or not. 
J.\rloreover, the disti.aclion drawn on thc f:,round of their p1'o- 
duc.tion whkh in the case of may1i is dependent on thc 
producer (kar Ili) bnt not so dcp
l1dcnt ifi the case of amdya, 
is also not tcnable logically; for Praka
atmayati sho\\"s 'that 
171a"li is not dependent on the producer (hm 11i) of it, but it
 
efficient cause') <annot be sLopped bv the produccr of mliya.'1'2 
Even a1/zdyti (<In be so produccd by the application of it
 
efficicnt cause, ",ueh as. the appearance of two moons by the 
pressing of the cye-ball bv the finger. Here in wjJ1idll1!w 
bhnnna therc i.. cqualh the dependencc of a"ui{h1i like m1i)';; 
on its efficient cause. and nirupadhilw bll1ama likc the dream- 
appearance created by the cfficient cause of miiy1i (like incanta- 
tione;) seems to pcr..:j
l even when real knowledge dawns :Llld. 
thercfore, is equal1v dependcnt on thc percipient conQdol1'" 
indhidual who goc
 on crealiJ1{!, it bV Ihe a1J!)liraliol1 of flit' 
efflrient. cause. CI
 in n:lIidyaka appearance (niul !>1idlll!W) of 


11 i O f!af/J1(,hltl/, tll1r!li; 1J1t(llt7-snl)(la81/(( p,'a!/lll./tlftih !(hl/(I (>1(1 UI}(I 
ti7dl Mn a1l1np(/(Zt;Jlnll lL'wm MUll a 1lpiidii /I(f/lfW apm ii..,rt jJrli/al/1 ({!lul.l (/11I, I (LI- 
(/
ttit Ifllj((mtll/i#n7Jdnfl amlfljmflwll-(Tnftl ad/palla, P 208) 
1
 /l/flJ1fu7rlll. 
o7d/(/n"., Ml1iJaft na f}2(lljfipWfWla1111{)(71lllh nal.'?lnll-(Talf 111- 
di /Jfllla. r. 209) 
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reHections (j)i{ll tlJlmba) even WhCIC lhere 1
 no locus. of leHec- 
tion by thc applkation oC suth cause
. 
It C0111e.. lo lhlS then that I)lak,i
atll1a) ati. following 
Padmapacla, does not adrnit an) logical di
tillclion betwecn 
177;iiya and avulyii J though conceptually there arc two such 
ternlS. He cl.:lborald y brings out the [a{ t that these two tcrms. 
have the same caw.:e J same effect and same TI1C"allS 01 destruc- 
tion; hence there is logicall) no ncccssit) to draw a line or 
distinction bctween them. The) arc or E.inli1ar nature in the 
matter of the production of effects (
uch a
, illu
ions 01 sense, 
hallucinations or lTI:lgic etc.) by depending on their efficient 
cause (and not to speak or the material cause which is ajfilina). 
Thus PrakasatIl1ayati defends his predeces.sor's analysis thal thc 
silver (of iJIu,;ory perception) is created by mayli (alo 
rnayamayarh 'tojatnm-Paficapadzkil) His conclusion h 
strengthened b) ,{J ut i.. smrlzJ sfiU a and Bhi7

ya of the Vedal1ta 
School whcre these two terms are used in idenlical univer
e of 
discourse. Thns Prakasatmayati refers to the ,(rllti-pas
age: 
taliyabhldhyli1iildyojanliUai Luabhfi1/iirl bhfiya(r'lin te vzSvamayli- 
112vrttih (svefa,{t 1 ala1a Upanz5acl), to the sm? I i passage: taratya
 
1ddya1h vilallim ludi yaS111ln i11 I.. Je{t/f', )'ogI rniivamarneya)'{{ 
ta.\rtWz vzd'y1i1 mane namah (Pur/ina), to the Bl ahmasfil ra 
(?, /2 i 3) : 111li)'amli 1r miz t u kiill )l1yenanabhiuyakf a){JaJ fiPaI'tfiiI J 
to the Bhasva-passages where fltJ1dya, maya, avidyasahti, 
rnayasakli have been used;n and to the Pancapadzka-passage: 
aVlclyii ma'Ylik
aJ'am: even he refcrs to 
Ian<;lana's BraJ1Jl1a
 
szd(lhz: evameuevamavidya mayTi mil hyaP'ralyayalt. Fro111 all 
these sources h(' draws the conclusion that rnava and nvid1yfi 
are of identical nature. but are designated differently due to 
their effects which are in the case oE m1i'Vn pred01Uin:lntly 
17rojf'rfive (t!11{
epn) and in the case of (1(1id')a predonlinantl: 
1 J eilinf{ (1icdz'iidana). '\ 1 
Prakasatmavati brings in a logical discussion of lhe prob- 
lem of falsity (mithY1ilt r a) from the viewpoint of direct experi- 


33 tasmlida7.;a'j1;1 arl1'18tJl/tim/l'/ a 1
t'(/fllal.'
(irlilli jl1.o])J(in(7ni .
((8f}(i!li ('(I 
((ldli]/(/q(lbl/(i
,l/a nf Rmhma-si1fra.>!); nJ'50 ('f. Hankal'a's RI/( iR1 1 1l on 
nr Sf;f. 1/1/17, 3/2/3 
31 {aqm((llo'k
oJ1mkl/{i(l /1'ddllr1/ 11m alliiN' cflll.'al! il/'aganuill el:asmin11.((pi 
1wit'llni 'I il.. RPpaprrid II(inlf(''J1a mri If(( Ii('( II lid rmo- prr7dlui.nyer/fi.!'itl !/rft '/.,']/al a- 
hti.rabltrdali (Vi1.(TJ(l1:Jo. P 211). 
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.ence of the illusory object as well as the negating knowledge 
\.Of it. He sho'ws that the illusory object like silver cannot 
be real because of the direct experience of it, for then it would 
'be dircctly experienced by many at the saIne time; for the 
object of real knowledge is a universal object and never a pri- 
vate one as the object of false knowledge. Hence false know- 
lcdge presupposes the existcnLe oL iInpcrfectiol1s or drawback
 
(do
r;as) 'which help the 1:undml1ental principle of ajiiana to 
create false objects, but real objects are never so created. 
Hcnce illusory objecls arc privately experiel1LCd while the real 
onc.s are univcrsally experienced, so that the silver cannot be 
said to be real, but. IS false through and throug'h being directly 
'kno'wn by the {)'fikJlcmtal1)'a or \,\Titness-Consciousness a", 
bCIng .,npc.r-inlp0.,L<l on the Lonscioll..,ne'-., delimited by the 
.hcU through ajii1iJ1a. Praka
atma
ati 
how
 therefore that the 
dirc( t experieJ1le 1)\ the S1ik>lcaltanya of the 
llver as the (rcJ.- 
tion of ignorance nl1ke
 it illuson and false. 
VI(hJ.ranya in h is rl1'a'ra11apH111Jeya
f11ngraha 10gicaHy 
defend" hie; predecessor's I)tand .when he ..,
]]ogisticanv refutes 
the ,iCK that thcre ic;; no cliff ercncc he tween the rC<ll sih er 
and lhe i1Ju
on' sil-,,'cr, both being unh Cl san\' perceived. He 
,-hm\'') that thelL if, a fundmllentai diffcrcnce between the two, 
as the latter i') due to ?lOt 0111\' its exil)tence on the 'thii"- 
ar;pcLl, i (', the 'iUhstrlltmll (
hell), hut also due to a greater 
«
1J()( <ltion of factors.. c;uch as, the defect') (dows) and ignoran«."> 
(ajiliinn). [Cf. i'lmala1n 
m"{jahp.,riJl1vam ;ltlllirlama1izSagaiaI1 I iir- 
chauld') 1idzv(ub /1 ref 1711. id a 177m;1 (,a ma 11 agal a t'tJllsyoj)lidhzliJiil. 
maylirajat nTh t II do r;aj(l11ya b lul d h)'fl bllj.uvah I (' (, ul( Ilda I'll 0 ,11- 
(1ivflcrll/nl1e ra,tanyf" d Irva
l (l1n I a / 0 111 rdowil 1W {!,! lz)'{l I (J_ 
Vl-:'aranajJl a mf'ya(ja11lgt aha. (rr asu1llafz Edl1. PI l1.)1 Prak
<Jt- 
m<lyati goe,; further and <maly:-.es the l1at nre of negating kno\\- 
Jedge to c;;how that the silver ic;; such. lIe dehnes mill1y1iI"U1l Of 
fal.;;itv as: 1Jmt ijJannop1idh'il1'abll1it J aj)ral rv op,l I ('n111fi.JO mit 11\- 
1itv01h n1i.ma-(Vivfl1mza, P 213). - An object j
 false," hCll it io; 
.proycd to be non-exic;;tent on the snhc;;trlltnm on which it 
lIppearc;. The nature of negation prove;; it, for the silver jo; 
r'kno'\\"n to he non-exi.,tent on shelL Ffel1(e that which i., 
nep;aterl on the substratum is false (h'iirlhrl"uim\'lJ 111zl/1"/1iIV(1IJ1- 
r"i:'lfrml(t, p 21
). 
Pra'kIT<:1tmaya1i has 
hown that the negated silver cannot 
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but be the creation ot ignorance (aJ17iina) and can ne\er be 
present elsewherc (anyalhfildzyiilz) of thc 1';ai)a)ikas or in the 
consciousness (atmakhylitl of the Buddhist&), nor can it c\ en 
be a really recalled silver, the difference with w"hich is oblI- 
terated (akhylitz of the Prabhakaras), for he shuws that all 
these alternative
 cannot explain the nature of negation. 
These views can at best establish that the negation of sih er 
lueans that it i& known as such distant or Inen tal sil \ er or a
 
C) purely recollected silver without any possibility of thc los
 
of difference with the perceived substratun1. Hence the con- 
dusion is inevitable that the silver is false through and 
through, as the negating knowledge is of wholl} cancelling 
the presence of any silver on the substratum (the silver being 
illusory or pratzbhaszka exists so long as it is perceived and h 
cancelled as soon a
 the knowledge of the substratuln dawns). 
Such negation, therefore, makes the silver perceived 011 the 

hell as illusory or having its existence so long as it is perceiyed 
falsely on the shell. 
This nature of negation is, however, put to 
e\ eral criti
 
dSlllS b) opponents who attack the Advaitist \ iew of illusion 
and thc negation of thc false object. They hold that nega- 
tion nlay mean any of the following alternatiyes, but nonc of 
these can stand the scrutiny of logic, and hence negation 
(badha) of the Advaitists is never possible. Of the alternatives. 
the first one suggested is the hindrance to anyone seeking an 
obJcct but running after a different one (al1')'artlzzno al1)'a/Ja 
1]ravrttznzrodha
I); this is not a universal rule for the fact that 
1 alse knowledge does not necessarily engender an incenth e to 
run after the object (of false knowledge) as is proved b) com- 
pletely detached individuals like sannyasms not to be so invol- 
ved. Hence they having false knowledge and the negation of 
it cannot be said to have been hindered in their tcndency to 
get the object. Moreover, even if there be such a tendenq. 
t hat cannot be said to be hindered by an intervening hindrance 
(oming- on the way; a
 from the knowledge of water on a desert. 
a man may run after it but may bc stopped on the "way 
h
 thc sight of robbers or serpents; but such an intervening. 
hindrancc to hie; tendency is not capablc to engender hi') 
negating" knowledge. Hencc the second alternative suggested 
is that the capability of such tendency is retarded, thoug11- 
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actual tendency cannot bc so (pravrltlyog)'ata-vicched(l
/) 
but this also is untenable for the fact that even if suc.h a 
1 et.ardation of the capacity at running aher the object is 
admitted, that retardation once origInated 
ho111d cffacc allY 
further illusion of the satne nd.ture 111 the sallle person; but 
that is far frOlTI the case, for the person lIMY yery well be 
aftected on a different occa
lOn by the same 1.1ud 01 illusion. 
The third alternative that the knowledge of difference of 
.0bJects that are perceived as non-diftcrent is negation 
(avlVlkta!aya jJJatzjJannasy1i11Zveko b1idha{l) h also logi.cally 
inconsistent; f
r, if thc knowledge of difference is to be 
e.,tablhhed ,1& differcnt lrom the knowledge of. thc obj<:( h 
(j)({{l(i) t haj niiJ1(lll1lk' mil "{II oclwgJflltanll1n-Ta I' (IltdT fHI1W, 1). 2 if». 
{htn in all l.no\dedgc where the objcc.ts are hr
t kno,,, 11 as 11011- 
dlflerent and then a 0.; lllutually differcnt (a,:> the oppow.:nl:-' 
<ugue lrOlll the nature 01 theIr case that the knowledge 01 
difference i
 born latcr than the knowledge of objects), there 
,hould always be a neg,tting knowledge prc<..cding the klHH\- 
1«lgc of the objec.t but thi!:l i., p,>)'chologic.all\" lloL truc. HCIH l' 
(he opponent') :may revert to the po&itioll lh<lL the .knowledgl' 
vt the objects in it
e1f i
 n"pon
ible for the l.nowledge of 1 he 
difference between then}, but that would kIll thcir 0"'11 theOl) 
of a knowledge of non-diffcrcnc.e ,IS that l\-Tould be never pO')- 
,:>ible. The fourth a1ternat he h that negation implics t hl' 
knowledge of mutual exdu,;i\ eness of ohjee t
 1..110\\"11 a4) of the 
faIlle nd.ture (a11) 1i I t}W Un In allpnn11a\)'el nl ('I (f 1 a bhn:ua pra! lj)(I 1- 
In badha
l), but this would invohe negation in «lse
 of \',d id 
knowledge as of an objcct and its qUd.hl1c
 (..,uch a
 Jill:!!) 
p,hntah-the jar is white) for thc fact thal lhc obJcc..t (jar) .IIHI 
it'J quality (whiteness) are ]atcr discriIninated ,l'" ..,uell; that i.., 
to 4)ay, the previous kl1ow1cdge of the jar heing' '" hile ic; ttlt.:r 
analysed into distinct cognition,; of the objCLt and ib qual in. 
nut this is not a knowledge of negation but <1 \<did lnowh:cI,
c 
of the object-quality-relation. The Jaina 11}('or
, Ulon'- 
,0' cr, advocates that an ohjccts arc c01llposed of cliffel enrC-Hon- 
eliHerencc (hhedii!Jlzeda) [or the f,let thaI nOll-ah'ooluli..,m 
(0 ne!liin{ nvada) is the basis of thc phenomenal world; helle (' 
t hi') th
ory, acccpting a
 it docs the know1cdge of non-dificrc1H (" 
J>
 {'( cdmg knmdcdge of difIercnce, would Tcnder all luowleduc 
ine hl<ling '<l1id knowlcdge fJ.lsc. The fifth alternative i& that tl
c 
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.destruction of knowledge (rFianasya p'radhvamsaM or the destruc- 
.tion of the object of knowledge (anhasya ca sarhVldvz
ayasya) is 
negation; but thIS is logically impossible, for knowledge being 
luomentary (according to the Buddhists) c.annot be the object 
.of destruction of a subsequent moment. The object too is 
incapable of being destroyed by the knowledge of it when it is 
known as such (pJatzpallnatve'IJ? kzm iadvl
aye
2a baclha
z- 
7 atlvadlpana
 P. 215) or when it is not known as such but 
known as of a different knowledge (pmllpallnatve anyavz
a- 
ye
w-Ibld), for the fust knowledge strengthens the knowledge 
01 the object and doe& not. negate it, and the second know- 
ledge cannot negate the object of a different knowledge. 1
he 
-object being not known as such is never the object of negation 
by the knowledge of it (apratzpannaluena tasy1iprasak t el na 
ni
edha
z-Tall{Jadipana
 P. 215). Hence the conclusion of the 
.opponents is inevitable that the theory of negation £1& advoca- 
ted by the Advaitists is in no wise possible, psychologically or 
logically. 
Prakasatlnayati take& up his pen very creditably to estab- 
lish the Advaitist theory of negation by c.olltroverting t.he 
.charges lcvelletl by the opponents. He 
hows that negation 
is not hnpossible, as the opponents argue, from the AdvaItist 
point of view which explains it quite batisfactorily. NegatIon, 
according to the Ad vai tist, means that aJ!iana or positive 
jgnorance which is the material cause of all illusion is des
 

royed by jii1ina or true knowledge along with the objec.t 
.created falsely by the fanner. Now this object, being lhe 
(effect of illusion, is out-and-out false and is negated along 
'With its material cause (ajfiana) by t.oe da'wning of true know- 
1edge and the object falsely created by it is also obHwrat.ed 
'Whenever there is the actual presentation of it t.hrough ajfiana 3S . 
l(kary1ikare'IJa l)ari
zataJfiananivrtlirbadha i t yan1.lgatarh lak
a- 

zam-Talivadil;ana, P. 215). 
The definition of arl!lylisa as S1n? Lirupa by satik.ara has 
!been sought to, he explained by Padmapada and. mor
 .e1abo- 
-rately by Prakasatmayat i as referri
1g to the nature of 
-itdhyasa whkh is fa 1se. PrakaMit
ayati analyses that in 


U a;i'H:inasya s eaNirye'fJa 't'artamtinena p,.adlinena 'I.'it. 8aha jiio.JH!OO 
1tivrttirlnjdli a?v-(Ji" i1.'aro'l}a, P. 21&). 
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adhylisa there are three factors as suggested by this word 
Sin? lzrupa. Firstly, there is a contact (sa1hprayoga) bctween the 
sense and the objett; secondly, there is the hnpressioll 
(sa'1nskara) of previous knowledge, and thirdly, there arc the 
in1perlections, such as diseases of the eye (indriyado

a). These 
three factors conjointly contribute to the origination 01 
adlzryasa which i$ materially due to aJnana. It has been 
elaborately discussed by us above that adlzya.IJa is unified 
knowledge born out of the three factors which are the sluicc- 
gates, so to say, of the primal arnana to create it. Here, 
therefore, Prakasatmayati tries to evaluate the significance 
vL the word smrlj
 iiPa used by 
ai1kaTa in the definition 
Ot adhyasa and show
 that all cases or adhya.s(J inlpl) 
that they are unified cognition
 and are diflerent hOlt!. 
recollection (srrqlz) as much as frOlll perception (pwi)'ak.'w) 
This is the basic proposition of l)raka
atmayati's analysis whkh 
Reck& to elaborate Padmapada's issue that dream-experiences 
are not illusions, frmn the viewpoint of opponcnt
 who 
challenge the Advaitists on such an explanation oITered lor 
the understanding of the problcln of adh)'(ifia. PadlllLlpad.1. 
hegins from the opponents' yicwpoint that in dream-expel i- 
cnce
 there is no possibility of contact or the senSL 
.with the object and hence one of the factoI'; responsibl<. 
for illusion being absent, thcre arc no
 illu,;ionc;; hut arc .11 
hc'-t recollections (s111rli) as duc to Inere impression-- (r.,{isfl.l1ii 
_ or sarhskara). But he ably shO"ws that in dreaIll-experienc('" 
there is no possibility of there being recollections inasllluch ac: 
thesc are directly experienced. and goec; on to den10n
lrate tJlat 
all the three factors stated above, that are rcsponsihle lor illu- 
SIon, are present here. It is Praka
d.tmayati who mort' :-,)
tcllla- 
lically and coherentl) exposes the Advaitist cOl1ccptiol1 01 
il1us
on in general. taking the cuc frotn hie;; predecessor.
 
anahsis beginning with dream-experiences. Prakd.
atma}ati 
show,; that dream-experiences ac;; illusion cannot be explained 
away a
 either perceptual (f!!aha
2a) or recollectiyc (S1n? I i) 
lor the fact that thcrc is not the sense-obicct-conta( t 
or absence of direct experience rcc;pectivcly; hence he ('oncludc\. 
frmn the Advaltic;t position, 'that thCI-C is in such illuc;ory ex- 
periences (within which dream-experiences are also induded) 
.t third variety of knowledge (ITliyamidam "tJijJl1i1Wlil .roaya- 
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mevokt{idlzylisalak
'ia
UlJn-/'ivara'l}a.'J P. 218) that is thc cause of 
all false appearanccs. This knowledge is mzthya aJfilina or a 
pmztive ignorance and is not a negative one as the Advaiusts, 
hold. In dreclIl1-eXpcriences, as Padmapada and Prakasat- 
llwyatl hold, there h thc presence of the three factors respon- 

ible for illusion as backIng up the creation of object6 due to' 
this posz/lve principle of (lpiana. Thus the Inind (antahka]ana) 
as the ground of a conlact (sathPrayoga) with the falsely created 
obje(ts by Inaking the percipient capable of knowing these 
objects as though present combines itself with the defect 
(do
a) due to sleep and impressions (samskliia) of previously 
cognised objects and thus makes dreaIn-experiences illusory. 
Fronl this analysis of the nature of dream-experiences 
Padmapada and Prakasatmayati go on to strike at the cue 
to the Advaitist position of the nature of the production of 
illu6ion from the viewpoint of the consciousness as the locus 
of all kinds ot aplana. This AdvaitisL position is clearly 
brought Oul by Prakasatmayati who shows that the creation 
of illusory objects cannot be explained without reference to lhe 
10cu6 of a]filina) the material cause of all illusions (adhylisa). 
It is adlnitted by the Advaitist that the creat.ion of, say, the 
silvel up un 
hell is due to the transformation (Pa] i

arna) o£ 
avulya or prinlal ncscience, but from his viewpoint that every- 
thing is super-imposed on Consciousness inasmuch as it is the 
only real source of revelation of an object, it should be granted 
that thc silver created by ignorance is really super-imposed on 
the cunsciousness (of shell) on which it is falsely cognised. The 
Advaitist position as has been brought out above is that the 
illusory silver is the creation or transformation of ignorance 
only in the sense that the Consciousness (of shell) which is.. 
reflected on the peculiar <{lJ I Ii (knowledge
urge) born out of th'e' 
imperfect sense-contact (due to diseases of 'the eye etc.) with 
the substratum of illusion, is the locus of the ignorance creat
 
ing the 
il vcr. This is the basic conception' of Advaita' Vedant<:t 
and Prakasatmayati hints at it very logically. The silver thus 
superl"imposed on the consciousness (of shell) is directly' per- 
ceived when the consciousness of the knower (pramlUrcaiianya) 
gets ident.ified with thc Consciousness of the substratum 
(vi
ayacailanya) being revealed through the antabkara'J')avrttz. 
Prakasatmayati's analysis of sarik:ara's definition of adhyasa. 


6. 
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where hc says that somelhing perceived before IS supcr-impo
ed 
on another substratUlll (paJ{ll1a piilvadn{(i:uabhliMl
l) h ba')cd 
on these 1 undamental c.ol1c.epts of the Ad vaitist. position. 
Padlllapada shows us that the consciousncs
 (of 
hell) appcals 
falsely (Vlvaltale) as the shell c.rcated by igllOldllCC ha\ing ib 
locus ill iL.. JH Prakasatmayati c1aboratel> thi') b) keeping h11) 
feet 1>olidly on the abovc Advaitist conccptIOIls of adh:y(i:,a. 
He says that the triad of c.ouditions Inentiollcd ,lbove (c.ontac.t, 
impression, iIllperfectioll) is the efficient GtU5C of adh;iaja J for 
. It helps the lnaterial cause ot it which is llvzdyli or ajiiana 
(primal nescience) to c.reate illusory objects. But at the bOtt01Il 
of such adhy1isa the consciousness of shell or the consciousness 
of knower is the locu
 of all flJr1iiu{l illa.,muc.h ,1') it 1'.1 the 0111} 
ground on which thc external object h 
upe[-Ilnpo.,ed ..md 
therefore has no indcpcndent cxistence. Thu
 the c....le111..dl} 
pcrc.eived 
il\'er 1') falscl} 
upcr-imposed on c.01huou
ne:,s and 
thIs is equIvalent Lo it& c.rcatIon by ignoranc.c Thu
 Ignoran< e 
does not c.reatc silver if the silver is not suppo')cd to be super- 
imposed on Con
ciousness and this is in Ad\ ,liII"t \ Ie\.\ the 
VtVm I a of Consc.iou
ne.,
, though therc i» the J)(() 1 
lii llUl of 
ignorance. Hence the sil\cr i
 talse for onl) It, 
uper-impo"1- 
lion on consciousne
;; gu,lrantees its origin,ltlO)) at all. So 
Praka
atJna}ati condudes that the fa!"e ,lppc,lrance of an 
objcc.t upon another ')ub
tratLUll is pos
ible bc( ,Ul'c. of the fact 
that Consc.i()u
nc,s, the only Reality, '5cnc') ,l" the bJ.sis of the 
false objcc.t !-IO appcaring, for 
uper-inlpo"ition implie
 the ,'p- 
pearancc of the phcnomenal on the tran,,( endcntal. l'hi..; 
Advaitist law is univer')al in dream-ex p eriel1c.c., aud \\alin u 
M 
experiences alike. In dreanl-experience
 the COJ)"( i()u
1H.
..\ of 
the knower dire<:.tly perceives the falsely ueal('d objet t
 .md 
the consciousness of the substrata of iHusion i:, not at tive LIlt,) (,' 
for the fact that they are non-existent. But ill waling ('xpel i- 
cnces the substratum i'5 externally present and lU'IKC there i" 
the possibility of the Consciousness of thc knower (jJramiil/- 
cazlanya) getting identified with the consdoU!)ll('!)1) of the 
nh'i- 
tratlun (vl
r;ayacaitanya) and thus the ViSfl'\!fI("((i/llI1)'a nlav b(> 
.,aid to be responsible for the appearancc 
)f the 
jl\'cr whidl 


, 6 / (J
 ,/U t
a tad n.var l 'himu7pm oJ...
acaltall yost lit;. ( i d I/t"j-sa1rf ;10.7 aril 1,(1- 
na/flll'; I'lf m/at" (PW;t'(1pi1{lil...(i, P. 218). 
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t'.> label} supcr-jlnpo
ed. on it. '1 hu
 Prald.
atmd} all <...ondudes 
:.hdl C011,;ciou!::'n(.
'i t [tIler <.l'i 'Vilnc
') (Sall)ZUlllrlll)'a) \\ ithout. any 
lilllI'dllOn
 or ,1;" limited by lhe kno"\\'1llg mInd (fl/l/aJ.t!Wla!Za- 
i/([((.Jll/ill(!) or the 1.no"\-\]1 object (Ul)flyavauhzulla) i., the ground 
I)f lhe dppCd.ran<...e of the fd.he ob]eLt .,uper-impo.,ed 011 it. The 
!:J1iln/( (l/ /(lI.}a 111 the Id.H 'llJ.ll
 U., 1., the \Vitncs
 (
j :lll ignorance 
(tlJ lFi WI) ,:HId It
 eHe<...h (f..t.he ObjCLt.,) .l«(ord.ing to the 
,\(1\ ,titISt.'31 
Thl' i., the 11 ue Adv,uti.,l pOl!iUOll ,lnd PrdlJ.
d.tJIlJ.) au ;'er)
 
'11>1\ \ (,1<...(:-; the pO'Jltioll 01 hi
 Schoo1. The true note of 
.-\.(1\ ,lit.! Jnctaph)
ic'i i
 ,tlso sounded here, for lhc laLt that. the 
\ rltll<....,
-Con.,ciowmcs') (S1ik.\lCal/ anya) is regd.rdcd ,l
 thc witncss 
/)1 ,tll cftetl
 01 ignorantc But Pd(hnapada 11..1., cxpo
cd the 
n.al Ad\ aiti
t situation wherc10nn PrakasdtnW) (lti"
 analY'iis 
:1(1\ anced 1110re e],tboratcl). P,tdlTIdpJda ha..,. sho'rn that in 
dlc,un-<...).pericll(c'i lhcrc i.. no doubt ,tbout thc b( i that the 
ohJe(l-, perceivcd arc 
uperimposcd on the S1ik.\lUllfan)'ll and 
hcnLc inlcrnal He doe
 not 
top there. for he gOC5 0n to show 
.th(ll not c.u])' in drc.lJn-expericne<:.s but (tho in '"' alillg cxpcricn- 
{.c- the 1.'l\ayarmlflIlYfl; though lhe 
loulld of thc re,clation (Jf 
the CAtC! IMl obje(t i
 identificd ,.dth the l)Ja1Jl(j
lff('l1l[(l]l)'a and 
1he fJ)([1I17jflulllrl11ya, and henLc all Ic\cIation of the cxternal 
.r:-hju.t h nothing apart frmll the mlfnwl realhatlOll of the (O}l- 
'i"Clf)lO COil tent of kl101L'ledg(). ThuC) ontologica]h. J>.1dlUap;ida 

hO'w., that an expericnce. be It of drcams or of \\-aking ]ife. 
is \\ ith n.gard to objea<i that should 
triclly speaking be said to 
be pritllarily the -result of this internal realization: the cxtclua- 
-tiLy of objects il) not prc'3ent in dreams but if) prC'5Cllt in the 
w.1king life; yet the e),.tcrnalit\ il) pO'3
ible onl
 011 thc a
'3ump- 
'tion of this intcrnalization of the conscious L01Ttcnt (anlm a- 
pro ok.\'all11bha-{loh) (;1 thc objc( to) which arc re\'caled in the 
'waking hfc 38 . 


I. 'Ull I alia fl( (lldWI1frl}}ff'/ a Mrl.'J(rtldi am/ill aalli/illft/m/tt. If; 
t.,blll(J}JI(ilwnbanam-(rll ara!
a, P 219). a]so cf aI'ldl/UtI'a biinyatlmla- 
111 m dIal. ,il fl!lupel.ijl1.,Jii Ill/at U !.fill'!U7 .
lil 
ir m /(L1Il/osya ra)atli./ accheilu)'1iiinii- 
h"tt
Ill...(trf'lIa ('a pal i{/(IJJwmiinrl 8/ al'ft) 1Jf'
la 
(l"a 
(ihw'UltaJ/ ,,(T
/Ifl 11I}ayu. 
JtI!Ult"Wi! }Uutipalh/aff'- (rll.mU!la, Pp. 197-198). 
'18 Jliqm anI" pi })} flli1ulwjii.finridam/adontm al'01 01. ipinll bIt m.t; ana I iJ}(Jlfa. 

tI/(j' ];aro;"'!atii bl1icl.lfatc; e!.;al iipapral'(isanlit. afo"'/aJ apm ()1':
1711tl bliw'iil (j- 
'1JlI!ltl1itii cIa ,u{jarane.pyalU/,o'nllbll1iyatr. anyatl1il }a<'o
Jjfl lJrahkiilH1- 
llfl}w!t..!t-(Pwirupiicltl:ii, P. 221). 
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From this true note of the Adv,lita InetaphY1',k sounded 
b) his predecessor, Prakasatmayatl &howcd us thc real implica- 
tions of arlltyli
a due to flvzdya or a} filinG that crcates the false 
objects, but is, along with the obJect
, the W1U1C
jsed cvents in 
the Ever-witnessing Consciousness (S1ikszcaz/IlJlya), eIther wilh 
or without any channel of exprc
sion (like the '(J'J ,ayacajlany({ 
in waking lite). Praka
atIna)'ati [urthel shows that Lhi"i view 
of his predecessor should be taken a
 real explanation 01 his 
pO':iition, for he says that the S1ih.,\l((JZ1an'VCl frce from all lilnita- 
tions is the real bockground of all rcvelation of o bJcc..ts:J') . rrhus. 
Prakasatmayati's analy&is of Consciousness or cazlan)'(l into. 
vlJaya (object), pJama
za (mltzjiiiina.\) and PW7nall «(Ulta
llwratw} 
has no real OJ" 1/l,efaphY'lzcal divisIOn but 0111\ a divi
ion based 
on ignorance III. Thc leal impli<atial1 of tlll
 Ad...aiti':ll mett!- 
ph) ';lc i':l tll.! l thc (,bject
 apart frOlll their superimpo.,iliol1 on 
COllscioucmcc;., arc incrt J.nd blind cntitie
 not h t lor 1 cvcla- 
tiun, and bcnu_ &hould 
llwa)s rcmain unrcvcalcd, ",hence it 

hould folIo'\\, th,lL no relation 'with thc 1J1(lJJliill or mind a'l 
thc ",ubjcc..t of knowledge '\'CHIld. bc po
"iblc elt all Pr.lk.:i
atmd\ ,II i 
ha.. further .,howl) that the A(haili...l position that Cnn.,dou;,- 
ne
5 IS One, Undivided j
 ne\ er \iUaLCU )n the L ......pl.ma liOll-; 
offered b) him
cJ( dl1d 111" prcdcu':''1or a
 to lhc rc\'clalion 01 
objects. Thc inddious di
tinct 101l
 of Consc.iou
nc.,[) are alI 
due to jgnoldl1CC (In iillbkii.\J1w-blu:da JJl(f11IU 1 e J}a- V i-Oal n 
lfl, I). 
221) and hemc ,I..; J>admapJ:d,l and PrakJ:
atnlel)ati ha\'c shown 
tI,lat the re,,'clation of object'), cIther in chCatll-lIfc 01 in wal.ing- 
lifc, i':l accountablc for b) the prOCC5'i shown aha, c, thc,:C' di:-,- 
tinction" havc thcil cmpiric al and epistcmological \dInc., II. 
Still these )lla
lCn have all through Inaintained the gLlll10ur of 
thc high idca1i'lm of Ad\"aita \'c(1:lllta and ,I'" t"pl<':'1
l'd h\ 


3" 1I/;,!.} 8 I ii.!lfJ m l. Ii NIJII ((1/ {an 11((1/1 ii { I (l1ll Ii "/lUI II (I hi lift,; 1/1/ I I I 1/11 '!III ('U 
(lf
ii}JUinijdlti1..'a7't!'!i(iIIlMII7q(1Jjl Rlln af1liM/i!.'!'!!" /WI1!i r lJ of I-/./I I 17 bl/7/a 
111 -( r II.m (J}/(I. P 220) 
to lntUtbllii....il Ithll ('dll1flfm If/} ('!1rI Jll'(w/ritwln l1a hll/rl 1/01 (/ Ilf/llI/hal,- 
I J
/I mana. P 22t) 
.J These Hnpll('ations have b('('Il \ cry finel} brollghl ont iI.v \ kh.1Itt1-I- 
n,lllda m hi.. 7'olfu[(lijl(1II(1 thus-"W/o<./Ill plil!1f;II1IIIJIJ l.alpt/(lf'I"JlllahllllLi/1 
'111m ronOY()(/I/fl i'lli/. f({nod (' '/(i(h
mj/ <If. ,i 108(111 
 f ow ii If/il. Ii 1 }'1I1 I (i/ I' fill/II I f 1/1 (/(11'" 17. 
dl'tl a!lam-lllllt '1(11/(1/1 {llwlr7cliniilil rt!(lufalf'; 1nalllOjloJJmll11i u7(111111i jJ](tfifi!lll- 
f{ I/fl jni 11 ogT1IJt iidl 
{(}ilcl. ,i 1 a.<I(Jlt if am iilj(i.1.1i1 yall (id "If (If r>f (li fl(ll/ 11117,/,' II t I 
(l/JI r7. 
tll/fiJ/fl'71mlf l/(ilI1/(/11-( h)(' ('If P. 222) 
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Prakasatmayati, Consciousness is without any transcendental 
division, without any real heterisatioIi into the internal and the 
,external, but is One Undivided. But all these divisions are 
due to the tinge (uparaga) of the known objects and the know- 
ing luind on Consciousness (d. the view czduparag1irtha vrttzh). 
Thus Prakasatn1ayati can fully establish the Advaitist position 
that the interu1ediate dilnension (madlzyamajJar2Fama) is also 
due to ignorance (p'Jatibhliszka) or is borro'wed fronl 
those objects upon which 
it is reflected. Otherwise 
it being devoid of parts (niJa1hsa) cannot have any real 
.diInension; hence the intennediate dinlension is as iInagi- 
nary as the infinite&imal (a
z1l) and largest (mahat) dimensions, 
which are other poles of attack from the Naiyayika view 
where the partless object (like the atOln or the sky) is of either 
of these two dimenSlions. 
Padmapada has brought in a very lively debate as to the 
ycal implication of the substratum of adhyasa) that has been 
designated by sankara as paratra to avoid, as we have seen, super- 
imposition on the absence of substratum (niradhi
thanabhrama). 
This term, therefore, avoids the two extreme cases of non-desig- 
nation (avyapti) to that which it ought to have designated as 
.also over-designation (ativyaptz) to that which it ought not to. 
have designated. 'These two ext.reme cases have been estab- 
lished in Indian Philosophy as vitiating a logical definition by 
filaking it either too narrow or too wide. Padmapada's 
.endeavour on which his followers like Prakasatmayati further 
elaborated the arguments shows that in all experiences, of 
<lream-life or of waking. life, t.here is a positive substratum of 
super-imposition, and that is, as we have discussed above at 
length, Consciousness delimited by the knowing mind or the 
known object though it is in the last anal:sis transcendental 
Witness-Consciousness (Sak.Jicaitanya). Hence super-imposi- 
tion on the absence of substratum (niradhi.Jthanabhramavada) 
as upheld by some Schools of Indian Philosophy like the 
Madhyamikas is logically untenable. Thus Padmapada's and 
11is follower's analysis avoids the one extreme of narrowness 
(avy1ipti) to dream-experiences which too have been shown to 
'have a positive substratum like the waking-experiences of 
iJlusion. In fact, it is for this reason that a searching examina- 
tion of the dream-experiences had been undertaken by Padma- 
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pada and particularly, hi5 followers, PrakaSatlllayati and 
Akha1).c,lananda. But now Padn1apada turns to the other 
extreme of wIdeness (ativyaP'li) to show that in those suspccted 
cases or adhyasa where there is a super-in1pO&ition of sou1ething 
upon somc subHratum there is rcall y no aclhy1i s a.. and hen( L 
such a definition can Include these cascs oL aclhyasablt1iva 
(absence of adhylisa). This is the argument frOln thc opponent
. 
point of view (pft1vapahsa) and thc typical casc of Sllc.h 
possibilities is also 1roln the opponents' point of vie'w. Thi
 
case is or super-ilnposing Brall1nan upon cxtcrnal nanle and 
form. (namarupa), 'that 'is, ext.ernal objects or phenolliena. 
This super-imposition has been established in the Upani
ad
 
for faciIitatjn
 devotion (up1isanli) to B]{l/iman (7 e., )]l{(J/f' 
BrahmeIYllliii
ILa). But lhe opponenl
 
how that ill 
U( L 
supcr-iInpo
ition thcrc is no Inhercnt defe( l in tIlL 
efficient causc (hara
lado
a) as in the casc of thc optical il1u
iol. 
there is a disease of the e) c, nor the revelation of a [.lbt. 
object as in the case of the optical illusion of snake on topc., 
there ic; a fa he snakc; for hcrc thc objcct oj' illlPO.,itiul! i... 
BJ ahman itscH and no dc[cc ts arc rCl,poll')il>1c [01 doing. 
hornagc to it. 
Such l)eing the 0PP<)1lUI h. 'i..:,\', P J.dmap::icLI 
hO\h thclt 
thi') :kind of l.,uper-irnpo.,iliol1 I., 1 e.llh not f,llo;c ,lIld therehnL 
t.hc appl ehcn"'
oll of too wide ,I defIlIition to illdl1dc thi" (a
c. 
:11<;0 j., 11(,1 tc.n,lble Pr:d...::i"atnl.ly,lli ah<J h.lrp., 011 thi'i tUlI.. 
to &ho\\ thJ.I tlll
 kind or 
upellmpo
ilion of RwlwWJl j<.; nol 
Tcall) fal"c for the [acl that in adltyfi
a therc i\ the fal'lc lULOll- 
ledge of one upon another but here thcrc ir; nlcrel
 a l11Clll,d 
function (maJw\z kl1Yii.) of LOllccning of [J)(llllll(('}/ .t'i- i1l1po
<.'{i 
on the external phenomena Thh di.,liuctiol1 01 iJ/(J)lIal [till( 
t IOn fro111 lUl(rwledp,r i..; b,lscd upon it p"HhologiLd .lI1C. 
cpiMemological analy')i
 h
 I)admap,ida and PriJ..
I
:;:1 ll1,l 
.It i. 
The mental function (JJ1llwl\llniyii.) i"i due lo <l will 1)0111 ou: 
or Vedic injunctions to pCI fOrtH eCI (,lil1 a( h f)[ de"otiOl.. 
Thc"ic a( t
 spring [rom tIJC 'win of thc millet to nhq tlH 
n1andaton- injunctions, or Vcdit pr
.x('pt'i. Ilenee will to .I(! 
towa1<1" a tcrtain dircctioll ill"pirc
 lhe a( ( in t 1M! diru dol' 
hut th is '\\ ill jr, with rcgard to ob ic{ (., !lot (ul h kno\\ n bu, 
known anI y hv indirect tneans as tCl:ltimOll). Knowledge. ho\\ 
"cr. i"i 110t the rcsult or an} pc;ycbological win hut i\ bOll 
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whenever its (.ondition
 are fulfLUed. Knowledge takes its own 
course whencH.r it,:; conditIons are present and no anlount of 
WIn to know OJ unknow can be of any eftect in its sphere. 
This is. the true philosophy of knowledge as distinguished from 
action as sounded by Padmapada and Praka&atmayati. Hence 
they 
how that such mental act of super-imposition of B1.ahman 
upon external phenonlena can never C0111e within the purview 
of knowledge, and hence cannot. also COlne under the purview 
of adhy1isa where lhere is always a false knowledge. Thus the 
cGncIusion is that as such mental acts are enjoined, there is 
only a functional and no cognitional aspect of these &uper- 
impOSItIOns. of Brahl1wn upon external objects. 42 
A very interesting interlude to this discussion has been 
introduced by Vi
l.lubhaHopadhyaya in his IJ.iuv£var(1)a where 
he has brought out tbe true Advaitist philosophy of such 
Brahm1idhylhar; for the purpose of upZisanii. He has shown 
that the answers of the Advaitist writers like Padmapada and 
Prakasatma)ati are based on the pfirvapak
zn's (opponent's) 
viewpoint, for the fact tbat such super-inlpositions have been 
sought to be explained, or rather explained away, as real 
mental funci ion). But the true view of the Advaita meta- 
physic denies thesc super-impositions as in any way real, for 
the fact d1at the nlental functions flow from a pre-existent 
adhyo.sa born of ajfiana of the real, transcendental Brahman 
that IS without any name and form. Hence Vi
nubhatto- 
padhyaya's analysis touches the core of the Advaita metaphysic 
by exposing that the mental functions of super-imposition of 
Brahman upon external objects or phenomena are real only 
tentatively so long as these are considered real having their 
spring in Vedic injunctions. But should not these mental 
functions be said to be all unreal eH'ects of ajii1ina veiling the 
real, transcendcntal, nameless, fonnless Brahman?4.3 
42 'ala e,.a ('odonilcaslidicchilto'nlff}[hr lIatra'fl 'llUinasi /Jrl !/(//,V" l1a rftanarn i 
11/linas.1la In dlls{,ahiNl1'1ajanymoja 1'U}(llfll JlUtll,l/f()tlwb, Jlfl III liifinrwl/c- 
tlllilo lanay'tll?h niNataYlt1l1h 'I fi sal.-yam; kt7ra'l)ailui.,1jatfatl a.!Zu'cllli.ml- 
rpaj1aftfi (I-(Paii('(1}J(7rl I hi, P. 225) ridAijan 1jap Ur1/8(' ('('hapl'a]/at nan i1 a- 
tpe!.'iWrl/('/ a 8flt'l'afl(l li/rinasya 1J1ll}l.'alah71'anam an i('(.lt atopyamstaJ?i.ilna- 
dal'hu/(it. afo luli/(IJ/(lnJJllinfU::i hl'l,1/pI 
 bllilvall-( Vn ara1)a, P. 225). 
43 ifaratl a sal If at I omaligikrtYail a ]J1'asiddllabMfintil}u lal'?ana'lnu,X-tam , 
tatl/(i .
{lt.1Jafil'Jfflpfjll, ala evof.-tallz 1Ji'a
idkljablu2t'e'pill. afllaL.(i-Bralima- 
d1.

l/{i. 1u7m na 11 ji(isal1ii.cidMi.ni1d 1ulm m lJ J'al11n (idlll/asit al'J/am it i, fadr sa - 
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A very interesting study of the various views of illusion 
(khyallvadas) as set f.orth by Sankala in his Adhya,
abh'{(\'ya <-an 
be Inade fron1 the expld.nations gh en b) Padlnapacla and 
:Prakcisatnlayati. According to Padmapada the various vi
w
 
.of illusion are neteSSclry far Sailkara to cxpound in hi<:,. 
Adh)'asabh'ii
ya) only to bring out clearly his own view (d. 
ad hyasasvarii pe mala nl aranyupal1ya.syaJ t .,ma mal aiJa riS ud dh a:yc 
-Pafi('apadzka-P. 227). Padmapada has said that the first view 
.of illusion set forth by Salikara as talh kecil-anyatrlinYfl- 
.dharmadhyasa
"-ilz vadanll refers to either the lilma- 
.khyativada or the Buddhists or thc anyal hlikhyat i'Uiida of the 
Naiyayikas. Prakasal1nayati shows that the al mahhylillvlida 
of the Buddhists can be ver) well dcsignated by this ,iew, and 
the a12)'athlildzy'iitiv1ida of Naiyayikas can also be indllded in it 
by pointing out that the object of '\upcr-imp()
iti(Jn i., the 
external (and nOl internal as the Buddhl.,t., hold) onc. e g , 
ih er 
upon bhdl. 'I he 
cc.ond view exprc.,sed by Salikard. (k(>clIl/(- 
)'al1a )'adadhya
a
l tadvzvekiigraha n tlJG11dltalZo bhralll/l-z!Z) i:, 
held by Padmapada and PlakasaU11a}<l1.i ac, lcfcrring to th<.: 
akltyatlviida 01 the Prabhakara SthooJ of IvIimamsa The third 
'dew as expounded by Sankara (allye 11l--yalla yatlwl!lva
(J
/, 
tasyaiva vLparttad htl1l/wtvalwlpanamacaloa t e-itz) i':i ta1.cl1 h) 
PadInapada to refer to the asathl1yalz"uada 01 the silnyavadm or 
the Madh'\amika Sd1001 01 Buddhi!)ts But' Praka
atIna}ati 
goc
 on to "how that this third vie\\' lclcrs to a varict) of the 
anyal h'iih.kyalivada of the Naiyayikas. Akhal).dananda in hh 
Tallvadzpana &ho"w'i that thh view oj PI akasatn1<.l,\-(ltl ) C:-.b 
upon the ah
,umption that the 
helJ appc.lrs a" the 
iher whidl 
is its negalion, and lhcrcfore the ncg,1tion of the .,uh
tr.ltlllll 
(i.e., c;ilver) is what appears upon 111<..' Rli 1>"11 at um (i.c. .,hcll) a., 
the object (siher); thus a variet} or (lJ1\al htildl)llili-t'1ida (J}' ih!' 
view of appearan(e of an obje(t c\:l
tent chcwhcre than the 

ubsL1atum is possible. 
Ta makc a comparative study of thif., pi ohkm. we (.m 
first say that VacaspatimiSra in hi
 nl,aJJla!1 h.l,) gheJl .1 
tC1iffercnt intcrpretation of these dcfinitionll of illusion mack 1)\ 


In {/l/JJ/iihll/ p} 1111f' !llif tI yripfi(t at II a! r"i-cotllf{ll Ifd /1/(1 fat sut 'Iaf I a1/lwi {Ii 1. } 1'V(f- 
f 1l'lf'fllt lilt 1. tli, I
 I d dlllf}/ fa-I ((ellS idd It all II t 1IIIiil i WII WI {Ii/. I f Iplt j 1.IJfiptJI(l piida- 
JI;;lloqli( {ot!miyil..',iu'!WII a (a 2Janlufl0'lJi (D,UI il mana, P 224) 
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a6kara in his AdhyasabhZi
,)'a. Vacaspati says that the fint 
view refers to all the varieties of Buddhist atmakhyati) the 
second refers to the Prabhdkara School of Mlmamsa and the 
third rcfers to the anyallzlikhyiilzvada of the Naiyayikas. The 
third view, dc.cording to Vacaspati, refers only to thc 
anyallziihhyiilivlida of the Naiyayikas for the fact that the 
<;uh
1tratunl of illusion (i.e., shell) appears as vzparZtadha}- 
malvavan or as an oppo
ite object lIke sih ('1' that is present 
elsewhere than the substratU111. Govindananda in his Rat na- 
pJabha has however 
aid that thc hrst vicw is of the three 
Buddhist Schools-the Yogacaras, the Sautdlntikas and the 
Vaibha
ikas,-and of the an)'alhiikhyallvada of the Naiyayikas, 
the second is of the Prabha:karas and the third is of the 
. asal khyatzvada or of the Sunyavadzn or the Madhyamika Schoof 
,of Buddhists. Govindananda'\s contention i'3 that the viPa1"Ua- 
d/wnna means a -;,"irllddhadlzm ma or an opposite nature 01 
. existence, i.e., (l,<;al or {fi.nya (non-exi
ten(,e) that appears (the 
-siher according to the Madhyanlikas is non-existent through 
.and through aud it appeals upon thc shcll that is also non- 
existtnt-asadadlu
[ hanam asad bhasate). It is interesting to 
note that Govindallanda's explanations apploxhnate more to 
the view of the Vi\'arana School. Thc first view of illusion 
according to both of these Schools refers to litmakhyali't/iida 
and anyathakkyativada equally. This view is possible becau&c 
of the fact that both these khyativadas arc of the same class of 
salkhyati wherc in the one, the internal object appears (1i t ma- 
khyatl), while in the other, the external object appears 
(blihyakhyatl). 
The next important question arises when 'we go to examine 
the definition of 
ailkara as to the nature of adhryasa from a 
f1tudy of the particular words of this definition. Padmapada 
has shown that all the different views of illusion (khyatzvada), 
a
 illustrated by Bhasyakara hiIu&cH, have no other way out 
but to adnlit a common characteristic thai the Advaitists drive 
at; and that make'S all the differcnt views practically boiling" 
down to the ani'J'vacaniyakhyatzl/lida of the Advaitists. This 
<:haracteristic i
 the admission of the fact that there is an 
app'earance of an object as another which it is not (sarva- 
thaPi tvanyasyanyadharmavabhasatarh na vyabhicarati-salika- 
ra's adhyasabha$ya). This appearance is of the false, illusory 
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(mithyli or anzrvacan7ya) that the Advaitists c1>tablish. Padnla- 
pada has 5hown that in the fiIst view (lath hecit-anya/11i- 
nyadhannlidltyasa-tli vadanti-sankara's adhyasabharva) tht' 
internal (ljfmalo.hyaI1) or the external (any! h1ikhyliIZ) objec.L (a') 
sl1ver) appears on the shell and thcrefore the appcaring ObjCLt 
is false. Even in the second VIew (h.ecltlll-yaL J{l yadadhylis{{
, 
[rulvzvekagralwnzbandhano bll1ama zli-Ibzd), Pachllapada haf>" 
said that even the l)labhakaras (akhyaliuad111,\) who do not 
rccognise lalse knowledge havc to admit the appearance of one 
as the other wherc both the objects are objects of distinct 
cognitions. Prakasatnla} ati has shown that in akhyat..zvlida 
thE:.re is at least in the Blind a knowledge of -relation binding 
the two cognitions as one,-and that accounts [or thc unitar
 
e:\.periencc of il1u
LOll. Hencc the PrJbhakara view that there 
ale two distJl1ct cognition" thc diflerence of ,vhich is lHere!} 
](J)t in illu&ion cannol account for the unitary experience of 
illusory cognition. 1t In the third view-anye In yalta yad([- 
dhyasa
z ta\yama "{)zpa>71adharrnalva-kalpanarna(a7i
al{( zli- 
(sankara's adhyasabh1i
ya), Padmapada shows that there is an 
ajJ!Jem ance or silver (either asal or non
existent or existent 
elsewhere than the subsllatum by way of the appearance o( 
the negation 01 thc sub
tratllIll) upon the shell and that is. 
f abe. 
Padl1la,pdda.s anal)
i, of the n.ltllre 01 illusion shows that 
the word pnwf;a ill the dehnition is necessary for the fact 
that withcut it the natul't: of illu
ion would ha\e betn without 
a locus (nz}'(ul!lI

{hlil1(idft\'ii,({) But he h.t'i 
aid that such a 
view is illogical and hcn(.
 i'l the necessity of the ",,"ord j)fl]([{l{{ 
in the definition to Rho'\;\" that aclh\'iisa i
 possib1e onl 
 upon a 
locus (.)adhi
\'! hlinlidh)I(i.)a). He expo$c1-i the ill«)n
iht(.tldcs in 
nzradhz$lhanabln'ama and Praka

Hma yati elaborately rlhK'USSes. 
these. 'PrakaMit1na)'l1tl sa
., that the ,
fll1ya.{l1idi or l\Hidhyamika 
Buddhist argues that il1u"itlll may appear even without any 
snmyoga or scnse-contact for which only thc (kfeCll) dllC to 
fl"(llrly1i (at!ldy{jdzdo

a) and imprcssions of previous false cogni- 
tions (flll}"oabllJarnaS{lfIlSMila) arc $ulliLient; hcnce a('{'ordin
 to 
the MITdh 
 amika. the third fa< tor which if! hc1d Il('('c
sarr b) 


11 a!. 11,1jlitl I lidu1r7pi /lU7J1fNfllil Rtui/safgajiiriIItO;t 
'I (7 Ntld(II!f(l if/l(l,J!/lji1'lillflll-( ril ma
/(/ P 238). 


f/.fIIllAm'{Ii'ih71 i 1I/(7n "', 
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the Vedantist, viz., a sense-contact with the locus, is unneces
- 
sary in illusion where no Ineans of contactual knowlcdoc 
b 
(fJrama1Jalfiiuu.wm) is at all ncccssary. But this view of thc 
Madhyamika to establish the niradhisthanablllamavada is. 
criticised vehelnently by Padmapada 
nd Prakasatlnay,)ti. 
PrakasatInayati says that, without the admission of knowledge 
of some object upon SOll1e locus which latter factor is also 
regarded as unnccessary b) the lVladhyamikas, even cases of 
true knowledge can Caine witlull the purview of illusion. 
Hence the basic principle of illusion is violated by the 
silnyavadz who does not recognise the locus of illusion. 
Padmapada next brings out the argument £r0111 the example 
of the seed and sprout (b"ijahkuradr
tanla) given by the Mlidhya- 
ll1ikas to show that there are mutually existing loci of the 
Consciousness (sarhvzt) and the object ('J"ajalam) and hence no 
third locus or illusion need be adl11itted, but the process of 
illusion should be explained by the origin of illusion which is 
nothing but thc projection of the internal as the external. 
This is the fundamental adnlission of all the three Buddhist 
Schools, viz., Yogadira, Sautrantika and Vaibha
ika, and the 
l\Hidhyamika contention is to tall y untenable for the fact that 
the analogy of the seed and sprout (bzjankura<lrslanla) cannot 
c:;tablish the ll1utua1ity of loci in the Consciousness (smhr.Jit) 
and the object (raja tam). Thcrc is a very great difference 
between these two sets of origination, Vil., thc set of seed and 

prout and the set of consciousnc&s and object, psychologically 
and epistcl11olop;ically 1!his is the basis of Praklisatmayati's 
forceful arguments against thc Madh)anlika contention. He 
shows that in the case of seed and sprout, there is no 1l1utual 
dependence (zlmelara
iayafa) but a JegJessus ad infinilum for 
the fact thai the chain of seeds and sprouts pre-supposes different 
causal series, and hence no n1utual dependence can arise, but 
only an infinite regless in thc cau&al chain arises. In the other 
case viz., consciousness and object, however, there is at the 
foundation of origination the fallacy of Inutual dependence 
and hence the question of 1 egress us ad infznilllm does not 
arise; so the Madhyamika cannot say that there is no mutual' 
dependence in the present casc also as in the other ca£e. 
Padmapada shows that consciousnesc; (sarhtlll) and the object 
(raja lam) bcinp; simultaneously born, there is the inevitablc 
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fallacy of Illutual dependence and not the absence of it.1'" 
AkhaI).(;Uinallda also strikes at this argunlent in his Taltava- 
illjUlna. Hi The l\Hidhyamika suggestion that lhcre is a thain of 
the causal series of the consciousness and the object as being 
of prior and posterior dependence on cac.h othcr cannot al
o 
stand the scrutiny of logic., for it the prior and posterior sel'i(:-: 
of consciousness and object has a chain of cxistence (pro O{l- 
pil1i. J ([ 11lllllaJ oft aJa
yanvz/a/ven1idll1.SI hanam) then thc Buddhi.,t 
tcnet of flux (k
a1Jzkavada) which is thc basal tenet in this 
phIlosophy 'will fall to the ground-for thc tact that the prior 
conscious stelte will be carried on to the posterior object not in 
'l.he 
trealn-like manner as the Buddhists supposc, but in its own 
nature as such. Prakasatmayati also 
hm,vs that in the 
case of seed and sprout af:l ,,,,'ell, thelc is a chain 01 
c
istencc el
 III the pre',)ent tel.,c, cvcn if lhcir .,iUlultancit} 111 
,c)o,.i
ten<..c i
 not proved by expericncc. Thi"3 thaul 01 eXl1)lcIl< C 
In thc case of 
eed and sprout is a logiC-al llccesf:lity for thc 
fac.t that wIthout such recognition the secd and the sproUl 
"Ill not havc the causal series establu,hed, ie, there will he 
no end to the question of their causalit}. Thu
 the 
eed aIld 
the sprout are causally established, if lheir co-existencc is to 
be understood. l7 Hence the Iogkal conclwnon is that a chain 
of exi
tence Illust be recognised evcn here and the seed and 
the '.;prollt have an infinite series 01 thc UIU."l1 nexus. E\ cn 
Ii i
 be argued that thcre i
 no 
uch chain of CXl
tence betwecn 
the <..on
uou&ne
C) 
l11d the objc<..t as bClwccn lhe sced and t11C 
"prout (thus dell\ing the prcvious cxpl.matiol1). that argumcnt 
c.annot equate lhe scts oi origInation in thc U1,ltter of ,1 11 ')c 11 ( c 
of 111utual dependence. J'or, el
 Padmapd:d,.l hinh at it, .md ,l', 
Praka
atmayali claboratc") it, therc i" a f.lr gl<:,ltCl difI('IClIU.' 
betwcen the two sels of origination al) is provcd by expericlI( ('. 
The <"<luf:lc-and-effect relation between the secd and thc SP10ut 
j') proved by experience in C)OU1C <.ases and fnnn such (a
t.'
 
{hi,> rcIation iC) provcd in uncxpcrieJlted (a
es, and thll
 the 


'. l!ia pl/J
([) Y([I:oII'I/il dam.1 /(it .If(l(I1(l]al(}IJIlII'(rIJl/(i,
((t.(. f(J.If()H
1'(
fm('tll}fi- 
clh '/"'1/11. 1(/10 tlIlIIJlIOI"I/lfl/U/-(Puii.(,(lpiidl!.ti Pi> 240-241) 
.1, ((JI(I/Ioll .
(I/II) ')(If ((/1/ M(fitl, t {f 1(' tw lIlf'} 
tll/ I/(i 1/11 pafwulJ!uidi / !farl /IClZ,-(I.0( . 
, II P 2110) 
,; (fI/flJ/1 1/1'
11 lliJ'7.dl.'{I.((111 (l/Ill "i](1!/(i
 (illl. ')(ilpi ((ni'll/of, fidif!Jarf!lflb- 
I " II) 1/'/(/, J> 241) 
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fallacy of infinIte regress does in no whe vitiate their cause- 
and-effect. relatIOll by Inaking it dependent on the falla( y of 
mutual dependcncc, but in the ca')e of the consciousness and 
the object, the very fundanlental fact of the cause-and-effecl 
relation has to be assumed evcn here without any olher 
experienced place of its occurrence, and thus even at the origin 
there is the fallacy of 111utual dependence 'which "iliates the 
,\-I,rhole sy
teln of origination unhke the case of the set of the 
seed and the sprout. Thus to equate the two cases is Illogical 
and unsound, and thus the case of the Madh}all1ika that there 
is the admission of the Inutual lod of superimposition in lhe 
consciousness and the object on the analogy of the seed and 
the sprout falls to the ground without any valid proof to 
establish the case on such an analogy. Akhal).Q.ananda in his 
Tattvad"iPana puts these argument.s to show the difference of 
the two sets of origination in a s}llogistic form to bring out 
the futility of the analogy brought in by the Madh}anlika 18 
Padmapada has unmistakably 
hown and Prakasatnlayatl 
has elaborated upon it that all cases of illusion are with regard 
to a substratum that is present, and hence the negation of the 
false object makes a revelatIOn of the substratum upon which 
the super-Inlposed object was falsely cognised. Hence any 
di
cussion of the nature of negation (blidhakaJiilinaparyli- 
loranayli) brings out the fact that aU errors are upon a subs. 
lt

tum (sadltzs(It'iino bhralJ7((
I), and thIs an addcd. proof lO 
'\\ hal lhe nd.ture 01 perception re\ eals a
 a unihed experience 
01 the sub
tratum (ldam) and thc ohjcct (raja/tun) 'This 
naturc 01 negation i
 
hown 1)\ Prald
Jtll1a\ ali follo\\'illg hi<, 
predcce
sor a& a ul1i\ enal la\\ in all kind
 of error, for ('vcn 
if the knowledge of negation of the object') h born mediately 
<II;) lhrough infercl1li.ll or verbal proofs. )et the knmvlcdge of 
negation alway/) accompanies the knowledgc of the sub'ltratum, 
and hencc any conc;i:-,tcnt theon of error 
hould admit thic; 
ha'5ic principle of adhyZiw. Thu
 Padmapada and Praka
at- 
mavati show lhal e\CIl ill lhe Sallkh\a theory therc is the 
pri
al Matter (f)Jalufl) ac; the fundamental p
'inciplc of the 


ts Ilmfitwil jllJ/j 1/1'/l/a1.lIfl;' (If 11/ /1;11/: /f1(/liit
'Jfdll;1 H/JII1/1atm (Ill/II 
w;nalo,<.fllii dot;;,ya 1iwStuif t1J, sarin itlJaiafa]Jf)rodhi
flHlni;dl/lf}ll1r1Jabllt;- 
'I IlS IIU !. I a(' ul (J P'lfi/ll willI at I ;if ]/lml fI a i1 w /II dt
l'al.(/11)a'J11t 11 db (/param parr f- 
1/f/}fhall-(Tllltl adil/Ill/a P 242) 
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Jlegation of all the primary elelllCl1ts (trigtl
la,s) in It, for the 
.S
i11khya view that prakl It is the state of equiIibriunl (sa my li- 
vasthli) of all primary elelnents advocates the negation of all 
these elclllents in p1akrlz; thus bringing out the fundamental 
principle of Matter as the ground of cternal llcg<ltioll of all 
cosInic elements. This Inetaphy
ical evalutioll ot the Sankh)a- 
theory of prak? £z is hinted at by Padlnapada in order to bring 
out the nature of It as the ground of eternal neg<ltion of all 
cosmic.. element
 whence Pra1..Jsatmayati's analy
is makes thh 
pOSItIOn still dearer by showing that p'rakrtz a
 the primal 
Malter is the fundalnental ground ot the COSlIlOS, and hence 
negation of all the elenlents In It i5 feasible, but lt5 negation 
is never prac..tic..able, lor there i
 110 other ground 1l1Ol'C func!.l- 
111ental than p1tlk! It whcre it can be negated. P<H.huapJda and. 
Prakd
atInay<tti have 1l10reO\ er &hO'W11 that iroIlI lhc Advaili"lt 

talldpoinl there is a very cogent argunIcnl lo 1)how that all 
adhya
as that are due to tlp1ana that is dIrcctly expcrienced 
by Sak.szcazlanya or the 'Vitncss-ConsciousllC5S along 'with the 
.objcct falsely cognised, have thh fundanlentdl ground which 
nmkes elll ad hyasas revealed tIll they are nOl negated by true 
knowledge. Thus the Advaltht position about the revelation 
..0£ acll1yii
f!: 
 by Sa Ii 5lGal I ml)'fl which directly experiences their 
Inaterial cause or flJjl1i1l1l i') dearly focussed by Padmapada and 
Praka
atma}ati to bring out the ground (((dJI1.
{lilillfl) of all 
.errors. PadnMpadeJ. and Prdl...a
atm.:l)ati, while bringing out 
this Advaita ontology in the sphcre of error, helve 1>trongly 
rcpudiated that this adh 1 )'{hal1fl or ground is abo the object 
.of negation inasmuch as along wiLh the object of the extern.ll 
world, the Consciousness that is the only \\,i111eS\ of thc fah.e 
()bject should also be regarded as bcing nt'gatcd. But such a 
vie,\-, thcy say, is untenable tor the fact that COl1,,>( iousnes, is 
nevcl' an object of ncgation and hCllce it is the eternal ground 
where all false appearance') are negated. Akhal)c.1ananda in 
his Tatlvadfpalla elaborates thil) idca when he says that Cons- 
ciousness as such is never negated but its' rclation with the 
external objects (false or true) can be negatcd."q Pachna pacla 
.shows and Prakasatmayati c1aborates the point that the objc<.t 


,,(\1 fW/IIuumllw( !;'i
f(i.l.liJ'a$Yfl luidl1Yflti ("pi na 1.:el' ola8 !J a ";;tU"ljllfetyartn(r(,- 
--(Tattl adipanrr, P. 243). 
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.of super
imposition is also not a non
entity, for otherwise it. 
.could not have appeared in knowledge, and the nature of 
l.dse knowledge should have no Jneaning if the object of 
I>uper-imposition is supposed to be a non-entity. Prakas
H- 
luayati then elaborates the point that the object of super- 
imposition, according to the Advaithts, is not void (Junya) but 
is negated in sat or the existent (sub
tratunl) and hence is false 
(\odvyliv!ttzmlitradz bll10amasylisaltvalil nama-rzvara1')a, P. 
245). The object is not void for the fact that it is the obJcc.t 
.of negation, and hence it is different from sat as also froIll 
(J.
at, and is therefore anZlvacanlya or 1/tZlhy1i (false). If 
it were a c0111plete void, it could not have appeared as such 
and hence would not have the necessity of being negated. The 
negated object being anzrvacanzya or false at the tilue of ap- 
'pearance is, therefore, neither existent (sat) like the 
ubstratuln 
nor non-existent (asat) like a void object, but is all appearanc.e 
.of the sat and is, therefore, negated by the knowledge of it. 
Thu') Prakasatlnayati shows that the object falsely perceived 
is never an asat object while appearing but an anZlv4canlya 
object, and Illay be accepted as asat when it i
 destroyed by 
.true knowledge of the substratunl as aU objects become non- 
.entities after their destruction (Pmdhvalhsabhava). '""rhis analy- 
sis of Prakasaullayati brings out the fact that destruction 
(pradhvarhsa) of the object, true or false, 
upposes its 
.absence (abhliva) and frOlll this point of view, the 
.tLllirvacanI)'a-object lllay be said to be an asat after its 
negation and never before it. A blzliva as a separate ca
e- 
,gory has been accepted by the 
yaya-Vaise
ikas and the 
Bhana
MiInarh
akas as well as by the Advaita-Vedantins, 
though there arc episteillological differences in their views. 
Prakasatmayati following Padmapada brings out this fact that 
.abhliva as a category can be accepted with regard to an object 
.at the time .of its destruction (pradhvarilSa), and then the. 
jl1usory object also comes within the purview of pradhvarh- 
.sabhliva at the time of its destruction or negation by the 
.knowledge of the substratum. Thus there is practically no 
.atyantabhava or complete absence of the illusory object while 
it is perceived, but only an absence in making when its pcr- 
.ception is negated by a more real perception of the 
-substra(uID. 
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This negatIOn, howevcr, docs not Inake thc anyal hlikhylil i 
pO
ltion of thc Nyaya-Vdise
ikas happier, for Praka
allna}ati 
shows that. this negation can in no way prove that the objc<.l 
ot super-inlposition is present elsewhere. Padn1C.lpada had 
hInted at the inlpossibIlIt}' oi such a contention frOlll the 
pOlllt of VIew at either experience or po-;tulation (adhlipalll). 
Prakasatnlayati shows that thc c.apacity of spcec.h never tral1
- 
cends the impoll (abhzdltana) 'of the sentencc In question and 
hence the verbal knowledge ((libda)'11ana) of negation c.annat 
transcend the import it can c.onvey and lhat is the negation 
or the illusory object as being related to a specifIc. spac.e and 
time,:>o not. really related "ith it Akhan
Hinanda further 
clarifies this point by a very logICal analY61
 in hl
 TaLLvadI- 
!Jana. He says that the verbal knowledge alwa)s conlonns to. 
the inlport of the word
 (pada\aI1wllhya) 'when the sentcnce j" 
u,,>ed in lhe prilllLlr) ">Cll':lC (Illllhltyav! 1/1), but \vhCll iL i
 u..,{ cl 
in Lhe 
econdary !:ICll
C (alll'Uhhyav!1I1) then It C.:ll1 tran!:lccnd the 

phere 01 imporL ploper (abludh1i/la) b\ !:Iuggc
ting (/({h.wllii) 

()mething else than 1l But a
 hen: in thc c.(l
e of llCg,llioll of 

ih er thcre is no scope Lor tranf>lccnding thc I)pherc oi inlporl 
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elsewhere) of super-imposition, when negated by true know- 
ledge, is negated without postulating its presence anywhere else 
than the case of illusion in question; so also in the Buddhist 
view of 1itmakhyati; the external projection of silver that is 
internal, when negated, is not recognised as being present 
elsewhere than the case of illusion in question. He also shows 
that even in the Prabhakara-view of akhyatz there is also no 
such recognition that the negation of a particular sacrifice 
postulates its presence elsewhere; for in the jyott
toma-sacrifice 
where the injunction for the order of exit of the different 
rtvzks (priests) is laid down as: advaryum ni
kramantam 
prastota samtanuyat, tamudg1it1i) tam pratthart1i, tam Brahmli, 
tam yajam1inal:z, there the expiative sacrifices are also laid 
down if this order of exit by holding the kaccha 
(loin cloth) of respectively precedent priests is broken_ 
For instance, if the prattharta-priest breaks the order, the 
expiative sacrifice is sarvasvadak
i'l}ayaga (sacrifice where the 
sacrificer has to pay everything as a dak,#1iii or gift); but if 
the udgata-priest breaks the order, the expiative sacrifice 
is adak
z'l}a-yaga (a sacrifice where the sacrificer has to pay 
nothing as daksina or gift). The Mimamsists consider the 
implications of these different expiative sacrifices and arrive at 
some definite conclusions. For example, if there is a simul- 
taneous break in the order by the pratiharta-priest and the 
udgata-priest, they lay down the injunction (vidhz) of optior!!'l 
performance of anyone of the above expiative sacrifices; but 
if there is a break of order in succession (i.e., if the pratzhart1i- 
priest first breaks the order and then the udg1ita-priest does so) 
the first exPiative sacrifice of sarvasvadak
i1Ja-yaga and the next 
one of adak
i'l}a-yaga tie with each other to claim perfonn- 
ance. Here the Mimamsists conclude by the injunction-paurva- 
parye purvadaurvalyarh prakrtzvaditi (]aimznzsiUra)-meaning 
thereby that the first alternative is weaker than the 
second for the fact that the second becomes unnecessary wi th- 
out having any scope. Hence here the first alternative of 
sarvasvadak
i1Ja-yaga is negated by the latter alternative of 
adak
i1Ja-yaga; but Prakasatmayati shows that this negation 
or the former does not in any way make it present else- 
where than this particular place of its possibility along with 
another alternative. This Mimamsist analysis of negation of an 


7. 



98 


A Grztique on the lltvata'lJa School 


alternative by another is brought out by Prakasatmayati to show 
that the akhyatzvlidin Mimamsist cannot also make negation as 
the basis of postulation (arthapattz) of the presence of t.he 
negated at some other place than the place where it is negated. 
The akhyatzvadzn} though not recognising false knowledge, 
recognises negation as in such cases of two alternatives and hence 
the possibility of postulation (arthlipattz) to prove the existence 
of the negated elsewhere than in the place of negation is 
rejected altogether. The akhylitiv1idzn's contention that in 
the negation of the alternative expiative sacrifice, there is 
only the negation of the 'propensity to action' (pravrttz) is 
also rejected by Prakasatmayati who shows that such negation 
is not negation proper, for even if such propensity is acciden- 
tally retarded to one who is ready to sacrifice by the presence 
of a king or the raid of robbers, then the sacrifice is not 
said to be negated, for the accident.al cause of retarda- 
tion being gone, it will automatically again be in progr('
s. 
This {act of the hnpossibility of the presence of the object 
somewhere else by its negation at a particular place is also 
challenged by Prakasatmayati from the standpoint or the 
Naiyayikas themselves. He shows that the Naiyayikas who are 
anyathlikhyativlidtns cannot establish that the absence by way 
of destruction (pradhvarhsabhliva) of an object, say a jar, at a 
particular place does in no way establish its presence else- 
where, for the destruction of the object means only a specific 
kind of absence (abhava) and nothing else. Thus the prati- 
'Yogin (object) of negation (ni,Jedha) in illusion (bhrama) on 
the substratum (anuyogin) that may be a particular spatial or 
temporal adjunct ot illusion can never he said to be present 
elsewhere on a different spatial or tempolal adjunct by 
the fact of negation. 52 This impossibility of proving the 
presence of the illusory object elsewhere which is the 
view of the anyath1ikhyaHvadzn Naiyayika is shown by Padma- 
pada and more elaborately by PrakaMitmayati frOln the oppo- 
nents' argument based on the proof of po
tulalion (arthii- 
patt.i); but this proof of postulation is resorted to by the 
Naiya}ikas who do not recognise it as a proof, only [rom the 

2 lI otl /(i pratLpannadese ni
iddlLa.q.lla glLatasya no desontar(' 80ttl'a1lt, 
('I'01n protz7Jfl1lnadesal..'olavastusarI7opa.dhau m
'/,ddhQ8JJa na p'l'atiyo{Jif'Vc.na 
prof i po 11 nasar l'OPlldlwu sattvas'/,ddhiritya7 tha'lr-( 'V i1'ara
ta, P. 247). 
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standpoint of the Advaita Vedautists who along with the 
Bhaga-Mimamsists recognise it as such. Thus the dialectics 
of Padmapada and Prakasatmayati here reveal the fact that 
.even if the Naiyayikas accept their view of postulation as a 
proof of valid knowledge, they cannot even by that proof 
establish their contention of anyathakhyatz. Thus the illusory 
object as silver is shown by them to be false through and 
.through (anzrvacaniya). The object of negation and the object 
of appearance in illusion, however, are regarded by them as of 
different status of reality. This {act has been well brought 
out by Prakasatmayati, AkhaI.1gananda and VidyaraI.1ya, as has 
been shown aoove. The fact of negation does in no wise prove 
its previous existence that is negated afterwards at the time 
.of negation; for the object of negation is always the empirical 
(vyavaharika o'r laukika-param1irthzka) silver that is always 
.absent on the substratum (shell). The object of appearance, 
however, is illusory (pratibhaszka) that is experienced so long as 
it exists. Thus there is no suggestion in negation thal the 
object is the previously existent one that is negated afterwards, 
but it is the eternally negated one that was falsely perceived 
before. This is the Advaita-view of nzrupadhika-nz.}edha or 
negation of the object that is not limited to any particular 
period of time, but is, as negated, beyond all temporal exis- 
tence of illusory perception (pratzbhasika-satta). Thus either 
by experience or by verbal testimony there is no chance of 
the anyathakhy1iti contention to survive the test of reason. 
As to the significance of the words in the definition of 
.adhyasa, Prakasatmayati, following Padmapada, shows that 
the word smrtirupa refers to the illusory nature of the 
silver because of the fact that it is raked up through impre- 
ssions (sarhskaras) and is akin to the previously cognised 
silver (Pfirvadr$tavabhasah). This characteristic of being born 
.of false and defective contactual knowledge is indicated by 
the word smrtirupa. Therefore the two characteristics of con- 
tactual but defective cognition and recollective cognition 
through impressions are complementary to each other and 
indicate the illusory nature of the siIver 53 . Prakasatmayati 
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shows that the proof of illusory perception lies in all cases 
of error in the appearance of the real as the unrea1 1 but still 
there is the sanction of experience in every-day life as the 
common dual appearance of the moon. Viglubha
topadhyaya 
in his lJ.juvzva1arJa brings out the itnphcation of tbis kind 01 
laying special emphasis on the enlpirical over and above the 
logical aspect of error by showing that the contention of 
mithyatva or falsity is supported by the empirical aspect over 
and above the logical aspect of proving this 5 t. The example 
iuktzka hi rajatavadavabhasate of the empirical aspects of falsity 
serves two purposes. The first purpose as shown by Praka- 
satmayati lies in the designation of adhy1isa as the appearance 
of one (the shell) as the other (silver)1 but the second purpose 
is served by the suffix vatz which shows that the designation 
(lak
a'iJa) of adhyasa is associated with the designated (lah
ya), 
falsity of the adhyasa. Thus there is a clear case of the estab- 
lishment of adhyasa along with its falsity or illusory character 
(mzthyatva). The character of falsity (mzt hyalva) is such that 
it is. not to be proved by the reality of the object at allothc1.' 
place 1 for it is false by itself or illusory by origination. Padma- 
pa.da shows that the contact of the false silver is due to the 
defects (do
as) which adhere to the senses (zndrzyas)1 and the 
'this-ness' (zdanta) of silver is, therefore, not non-contactua] 
but is due to the above contact. Pral..a
atIna)atI (kab \\llh 
the problem by showing that the 'thif)-l1CS.,' of 511ver h not 
false for it5 being a characteristic of sIlver, for it is the ground 
of the contact of the sense with the false silver. AkhaJ.).
a 
nanda clarifies the position in his T allvad"ipana when he &ays. 
that th.e direct perception of the false silver is due to the 
knowledge of thc ground of adhyasa due to seniC-COJltact into 
which consciousness (caitanya) is reflectcd. Thus the: dirt.'( t 
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perception of false silver is possible because of such super- 
imposition on the Consciousness reflected on the yonder thing 
(idam) that is the ground of illusion. 55 


;)1) tndrt(]Jasamprayoge Janttmn yadadhtsthanaj1ianarh tasminnanta1"lIat 
1Jrattbtmb1,tacai tan!larh tasminnadhyasad aparolcf}atil-( 'l'attvadipana, P. 254). 



CHAPTER V 


THE IMPLICATIONS OF ADHy)fSA IN THE PURE SELF 
-THE ADVAITIST VIEWPOINTS ON ITS ROLE IN 
ADHy)fSA CULMINATING IN NO 
ALTERNATIVE STANDPOINT 


Prakasatmayati analyses the nat.ure of adhyasa between the 
Self and the not-Self, and following his predecessor shows t.hat 
asmat and yu
mat, the two words used by Bhasyakara Sailkara 
to refer to these two respectively, are amply borne out as such 
by the fact of their respective nature. The not-Self that is 
revealed by the Self is the yu
mat and the Self is the Conscious- 
ness reflected on the Ego (ahank1ira). In illusory knowledge 
of the two, the Self as Consciousness reflected on the Ego serves 
a
 the basis of super-imposition of the not-Self on it. 
Consciousness, pure and simple, cannot be the ground of any 
adhyasa, and hence Consciousness is delimited by the Ego La 
appear as the not-Self 56 . This Self or asmat not being t.he 
locus of any defect or do
a pertaining to the ad}u
thana or 
ground, pra111alJa or the valid means of knowledge and the 
dra
tr or the mind, there cannot logically be any possibility of 
super-imposition of the not-Self. The Sel[ or Consciousness 
being free from all defects cannot bc the seat of the defecls. 
pertaining to these threc factors indispensable in the origina- 
tion of super-imposition, the factors being not different frOtH 
the Self cannot also transfer their defects to the Pure Self. The 
Self, therefore, having no chance of being takcn as Purc. for 
its reflection on these factors is always implied in any adhy1isa.J 
and being, therefore, never a distincl seat of super-itnpositiou, 
cannot be the ground of any adhyasa. This being thc charge" 
of the opponent, Prakasatmayati following Padmap;ida show
 
that the Self as Consciousncss is ncvcr depcndent upon any 
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of the factors on which it. is reflected, for Pure Consciousness 
is self-luminous. Hence it is not to be confused with exter- 
nalloci of super-imposition which have their pure bases as the 
ground of adhyasa for their being revealed by knowledge as 
such and such (their qualib.ed existence), but Pure Conscious- 
ness is ever unalloyed and its reflection on the particular 
modes is not the criterion to make it equate with the former. 
It is either infinitesimal or infinite having no measurable shape 
and therefore it is not like the act of knowing (sarhvedana) 
that depends on the external factors, but is ever self-revealed 
and therefore ever Pure Consciousness. Prakasatma yati ans- 
wers the possible objection that the Self is not revealed in 
full, though it is partless, like the sky, by saying that it is self- 
revealed (svayarhjy 0 til}) and is not revealed lIke the sky by 
another entity which is consciousness. Thus the Self is 
independent of any extraneous object for its revelation and is 
therefore never unrevealed. The Self is, however, not an 
object in which the quality of 'sel\f-revelation 
dheres, for 
Prakasatmayati says that it is the nature of the Self t.o be self- 
revealed without depending like other revealed objects upon 
the revelation by extraneous causes, and hence the Self is self- 
revealed not as an object having the quality of self-revelation 
but as the only Reality as such. The self-revelation is also 
not a produced process, bu t is the very nature of the Self and 
hence is not to be regarded as taking away from the Self's 
pure nature as such that is eternally unqualified. Prakasat- 
mayati further clarifies the point by showing that the sel£- 
revelation of Consciousness that. is Self is the determinant of 
all other revelations that are dependent on it by various 
channels of expression (Cf. jfiana]anmaprayuktatvat karaka- 
pek
1iyal}-Viva7a1J.a, P. 285). Self-revelation of Consciousness 
is not born for the fact that it does not depend on anything 
extraneous but its own revelation, and hence it is not to be 
confused with a produced process depending on Consciousness. 
Self-revelation of Consciousness, therefore, comes very near the 
mark: "Self-revelation is Consciousness". Prakasatmayati 
brings in the analogy of the lamp to show that its revelation 
also is not born on its own locus, but Akhanc
ninanda in his 
Tattvadzpana clarifies it by the proof of inference. He says 
that whatever has revelation by itself is not to be said as hav- 
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ing that revelation born on it, as the revelation of the lamp 
is. 57 In the self-revelation of Consciousness also there is 110 
birth or production on it but there is only thc natural form 01 
its flash. Even it cannot be said that. the mind or antal.tkara1)a 
is the locus of its birth or production, for Prakasatmayat.i 
.emphatically declares that Consciousness as such is not pro- 
,duced anywhere except the revelation of its own nature that 
adheres to the Self and that nature is the revelation of the 
object to the mind by its i11nate power ot a self-revelatory 
-character. Hence the anta
karatta or mind is only a limiting 
adjunct of Consciousness that is reflected on it and hence a 
revelation of objects takes place; the modification (vrtti or 
parz1}ama) cf the anlalJ,kara1Ja is the locus of such revelation 
of Consciousness for the purpose of knowing the object and 
:hence is secondarily designated as Consciousness (anla(zlw- 
Ta
1,aparz1Jame jfianatvopacarat-Vivara1JaJ P. 259). This 
reflected Consciousness that is carried on to the vrltz or part- 
1fama of the anta
kara1Ja is the epistemological process of the 
production of consciousness or knowledge. 
Prakasatmayati further brings out that knowledge is not 
an object adhering to the Self, for then it will turn out to be 
a seat of revelation and then selt-revelation will be jeopar- 
dised. Revelation even in the inert object is not produced, 
though such an object is revealed at a point of time by Cons- 
ciousness, for production of revelation can take place in the 
conscious object.. and hence the opponents' argument can very 
well be that the mental knowledge that is born in the inert 
mind cannot be said to be produced; but Prakasatmayati ans- 
wers that there is not any possibility of production of cons- 
ciousness even on the inert mind or anlal},kara'l)a, for as has 
been well brought out above, Consciousness is nevcr pro- 
duced but is only limited through different channels. Thus 
Consciousness always refers to self-rcvclation and it is never a 
created or a destroyed object. The <.reat.ion or destruction 
refers to the external objects, such as the objective flame by 
the revelation of the light of the lamp (pradiPaprabh1i) or the 
solid objects due to' dust etc., when the reflection on the mirror 


(;7 lJimata'ln 8V08rayopiidllall na 7 a yate, p'fakasall:r1t, 1.JradipaP'f'akasal.at 
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(darpa'}apratibtmba) is polished out. These are not self- 
revealed but other-revealed. (Here Prakasatmayati stresses 
upon the objectivity of the material illumination of the flame 
.0£ the lamp.. though he has maintained sufficiently that it can 
also be regarded as an analogy to prove self-luminosity of 
,Consciousness. Cf. andhaklire prathamotpannap,radipaprabhavat 
-Vzvara'}a
 P. 101). Consciousness is self-revealed as is 
expressed by the term prajfianaghana and hence is not to be 
.equated with external objects otherwise revealed. (d. viJii1i- 
nam1inandam
 pra]fianamlinandam Brahma etc, also refers to 
the quality of knowledge adhering to the knower and it is sup- 
ported by the grammatical sanction. Hence, therefore, jfilina 
means Jiilitrtva or the quality of the knower and it is, therefore, 
sanctioned by Pa1).ini's rule: kara'J)1idhikarar:zayosca (Pa1).ini, 
3/3/117). The opponent, therefore, seems to say that it is a 
quality through which the knower knows the external object 
and therefore it adheres to the knower. The opponents' view 
seems to be that Jiilina can be justified by adhikarary,e lyut 
and there is no necessity of bhave lyut. Prakasatmayatl seems 
to suggest that words have the primary significance in the 
meaning of the root (dhlitu) and secondary significance in 
other meanings (such as kara'}a
 adhzkara1J.a etc.). Thus 
Akhal).qananda in his Tattvadzpana says that the root-meaning 
is the primary one because it is generated fIrst whence the 
meaning of the kara1Ja
 adhzkara'1)a etc, are originated and hence 
the root-meaning has the first consideration. Hence jfilina 
should refer to the root-meaning, that is Consciousness.. that is 
110t produced. He also says that the root-meaning does not 
necessarily pre-suppose actzon) for even some roots have the 
meaning devoid of action. 58 Prakasatma}ati has said that the 
QPponent. cannot escape by saying that ]fiJina does not refer to 
hh1ive lyut but to adhikarane lyut and hence there is the 
possibility of the reference to the quality of knowledge adhering 
to the knower, for as words having scanty significance in bhava 
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as well as having primary significance in the root-nlCaning,. 
]fiana should always refer to an unproduced phcnonlellon that 
is born when we empirically attribute suffixes in bh1iva or 
even in the karary,a or adhikatatla as the opponcnl says. 
Prakasatmayati takes little or no pains to refute the hara1')a 
or adhikarana aspect of the suffix as the bhava one, and it is 
Akhanc.lananda who clearly brings out the real Hluation or 
the primary import of a word. Prakasatmayati further slates 
that this ConscIousness is a never-ending Reality and, there- 
fore, not a series of revelations which are born and destroyed 
in an eternal chain of temporary bIts, for such temporal origi- 
nations are not the nature of Consciousness or Self. Here he 
looks askance at the Buddhist Y ogacara conceptIon of a senes 
of bits of Consciosuness (k5a?Jllw-vzjfi1ina-vadln). 
Prakasatmayati examines whether it is possible [or any 
a]nana to stand on Eternal Consciousness that is. Brahman. He 
first poses to show that the veil of ignorancc cannot reside in 
]zva or the individual Self as it rests on the U nivcrsal Self. 
Padmapada first shows this aspect of ignoranc.c and Prakd:&at- 
mayati harps on his tune more fully. Padmapada and Praka
at- 
mayati try to establish 5uccessLully that ajfiana may reside In 
Brahman
 but before doing that they both show that the veil of 
ignorance automatically hangs on fiua u8 well. PrakasatInayati 
states that ]zva being not different in essence from Brahman; the 
veil and the projection created by avidya hang on ]zva thougrr 
they are referred to Brahman. Hence ]Iva should be lakcn as 
the locus of the effects of avzdya for the fact that he is in essence' 
of the same slalus as Brahman, though under thc iniluence or 
ignorance, a false division is created. Thus the effects of avidyii 
that are said to be referred to Brahman automatically are refcrred 
to ]zva as well. This is the true significance of Prakasatmayati's 
analysis of the effects of avidya with refcrence to Brahman 
and Jiva, wherein he follows his predece&sor's anal}sis but 
makes it more elaborate and clear. He says that the two things 
referring to the san1e locus but having no cause.and.effcct 
relation, are not different in kind but only different in aspcct
 
of the same thing. Thus according to Prakasatmayati's 
explanation, Jioa and Brahman are in essence non-different 
and hence the former being limited by ignorance is an aspect 
of Brahman. The reference to both Jiva and Brahman by the 
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same universe of discourse is. &ubstantiated by the examination 
of Upanisadic passages like 1'allvamasz (Chlindogya Up. 
6/8/7) where the two words Tat and Tvam refer to the same un- 
differentiated existence that is one but under the influence of 
ignorance they appear as differentiated as Brahman and ]zva.. 
This elucidation is brought out in the Tattvadzpana by 
Akha1).<;lananda 50 . Thc second question that arises in this 
connection is analysed by Prakasatmayati to show how 
avidy1i can at all create effects on Brahman) the undifferen- 
tiated one Existence having no qualitative or quantitatIve dis- 
tinctions. He follows his predecessor's analysis and brings out 
the logzcal posszbzlity of this. problem. He says that avidya or 
ajiiana can rest in Brahman as it is supported by valid proofs, 
such as, testimony of Scripture (srutiprama']Ja) and postulation 
based on it (srutarthapatti). The scriptural testimony can be 
found in passages like anretena hz pratyui!hafJ, & anzsaya socati 
1nuhyamana/:t. Prakasatmayati shows that in dreamless sleep 
(su
uptz) there is the non-revelation of Consciousness which is 
never 
o; hence it follows that such non-revelation has a cause 
that acts as a hindrance to the self-revelation of Consciousness. 
Now this hindering phenomenon (pralzbandhaka) of Conscious- 
ness cannot be false knowledge, Lor in such a state all know- 
ledge dies out
 nor also any impression (salhsk1ira) of false 
knowledge for the fact that such an impression cannot be a 
pratibandhaka nor also any karmzc hindrance is justifiable to- 
veil Consciousness. Hence the sruti refers to a positive ajiiana 
by the word an] ta (anrtena ht pratyucjh1ih, ta ime saty1i1} karnal} 
a1Jrtlipidhiin1il}) as different from false knowledge, or its! 
impression or the karmic hindrance. On this logical basis, 
Prakasatmayati shows that there are other Sruti-passages 
which all refer to a positive 'ajii1ina veiling Consciousness, 
and creating all kinds of illusory behaviour. Thus the 
srutz-passage anzsaya socati muhyamanal} refers to the illusory 
conduct of the fiva that does not see his real nature. Again, 


69 nanu-karyalca'fanablbavahinayordra'Vyayol;p 8tirnanadkikara'l}yame'k a- 
dravyamIJPkam-8o'yam Devadatta 
tivat, ato dra'IJyaikatv{it fivagatli 1 'e- 
fl'{ina
'ablta8aZb-vipa'fyayl11,;
ti codayati-nanu na Brahma'l}o'nya tti- . 
(Vtvara'l}a, Pp. 261-262). :I(: :I(: '* :I(: >II: Tattvamasyadivlilcyam akha'l}tJartha- 
niqt!J..am alciiryakiira'l}adra11YJjamatra-vrtl7ttve f!at
 8ii:rnaniidhikrlatviit '80' yam 
Devadatta' tttvat--{Tattvadipana, P. 261). 
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Sr utz-passages like na tam vldlitha ya ima yaJlinanyadyu
- 
makamantararh babhuva. nihare
la prav! lli jalPya casutrpa 
ukthasascaranti and avzdyayaman1ta'fe vartamana nanyacchreyo 
vedayante refer to the ajfiana that creates a hindrance to the 
real knowledge of Brahman or Atman (d. nzhara= ajnana = 
avzdya) and the consequent illusory conduct of ]iva flowing out 
of this ajfiana (d. also ajfilinenaurtaJh ]fianarh 'lena rnuhyantz 
. jantava
z-BhagavadgZta). 
Prakasatmayati following Padmapada tries to establish 
ajfi?ina on the proof of postulation or arthapattz. But. before 
, doing so, he sounds a very cautious note about such a method 
adopted by them. He says that establishment of ajfi?ina On any 
valid proof will tantamount to saying that a}fiana is a valid 
concept and not a falsc and illusory (anzrvacanzya) one that 
the Advaitists are out to establish. Hence Prakasatmayati 
makes it clear that the valid proof of arthapattz or 
ruti only 
makes aJfiana to be a concept other than non-existent 
(asat) and does not establIsh it as a valid concept; for the 
nature of ajfiana is such that it is different from a non-exis- 
tent entity as also from an eXIstent one; it is difterent from 
both and hence it is called anlrvacan"i'Ya or mzthya (false or 
illusory). The nature of ajfiana as such is only directly 
revealed to the sak 5Z-cal ianya or the Witness-Consciousness, 
and is not revealed to the ordinary means of knowledge 
(pramanas). GO Prakasatmayati' s proof of postulation in 
ajfi1ina comes from the two-fold fact that is well-established 
on scriptural evidence and that cvidence being supplemented 
by other proofs, such as perception and inference, postulation 
or arthapaltz serves as an added proof. The two-fold fact is 
with regard to the destruction of bondage, i.e., liberation from 
bondage, at the dawn of the transcendental knowled
e of 
unity between Brahman and ]iva (Brahmajifiina or Bwltmlit- 
mazkyajfiana), and the injunctive precepts of Jra
Ja
za elc., fot 
the realIzation (dm {ana) of this truth. These two facts arc 
unchallenged being based on the ,{ruti-cvidence and suppor- 
ted by cogent logic. Our life of bondage and the steps prcs- 
cribed toward Self-realization are all facts that cannot be 


00 af1 a ('0 8iik.'!ived1jtJ8ylljfllina8ya 'Pramii'l)aira-rthiidl.Jjril"(ttil} rpradaTsyate 
zit rw fa8,l}u jJtall/r(!la 1 edyatl..aprasanga!1, tt,-(Vil'ara
a, P. 265). 
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denied; these facts only cease when real, transcendental know
 
ledge dawns on the human Inind. No bondage exi&ts there 
and no path still plays Its role; everything stops as if by 
the lnagic.-wand of knowledge and all our hectic life of 
spintual progress attains Its culmination On this two-fold 
fact, Prakasatmayati buIlds up his proof of postulation in 
a]fiana; for he says that before real knowledge dawns, the 
life of bondage must needs pre-suppose an eternal nescience 
covering up the real knowledgc, and secondly, the paths pres- 
cribed toward Self-realizatIOn (dar
ana) must also pre-suppose 
such a nescience that is active till the goal aimed at by the 
paths is not reached. The goal of atmadarSana is not to be 
proved by the paths leading to it, it is a realized fact, self- 
evident and self-luminous; what the paths prescribed indicate 
is that the goal is not realized till the eternal nescience playing 
its part is not destroyed by the paths thus prescribed. 
AkhaI).
ananda in his Taltvadzpana clearly and succinctly 
brings out this hint 61. Prakasatmayati examines at length and 
in a masterly way establishes the Advaita view of aJfiana and 
its locus and object. The problem is a complex one when 
judged [rom the vast and varied opinions growing round it. 
It is worthwhile to confine ourselves here to what the School 
of Vivara1'}a brIngs out regarding this problem. Prakasatmayati, 
following his predecessor, says that the argument that ]Zva 
being non-different froln Brahman cannot be the locus of any 
ignorance as Brahman is not also the locus of it, does not stand 
the scrutiny of logic. This type of argument aims at dislodging 
the possibility of ajfiana on Brahman from three sides, but 
all the sides are exp]oded by Prakasatmayati. He shows that 
the first possibility of this argument is that ajfiana is possible 
only on the admission of difference between the locus and the 
object, 8uch identity of }iva and Brahman acting as a hindrance 
to such a concept. Prakasatmayati shows that ajfiana does not 
necessarily pre-suppose such a difference but can very well have 
as its locus (a£/aya) and obiect (vzsaya as the object of the veil 
or livara1'}a) the same thing, and that is Unqualified conscious- 


n darsanoddesc'll.a ha1.'a1)iidt '/:idhiyamanam mvartya'l:idyamanta1'e1)a- 
nupapadyamilnamavidyam gamayatt, na ca Brahmt18"-'ari1pabodh
nartham 
8 r va1'}ad'£ v'£dkiyate, Brahma1j.ah 8vap'J'akasatrenanyanirape 1. 
at
.{i(l
tYa1.t It all 
-(Tatt'V'adipana, P. 265). 
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ness (d. nzrvz!Jhagacittreva keuala-Sarhsk.yepafa'iraka); 
.darkness being the veil (avara'1Jatvat) and different from action 
(akrzyatmakatvat) has the saIne thing as its locus (as the r001n 
where it exists) and object (the 100m that is covered). 
Hence It IS evident that aJi'iana as an inert (jaq,a) principle 
like darkness has the same thing as its locus and object, and 
hence arnana need not necessarily pre-suppose a difference 
,between them for its establishment. Darkness. and ignorance 
have in this respect this same characteristic, though ignorance 
is often said to adhere to a locus different from the object 
(as we say, ayarh janal} etadvt
yakaJiianavan) t.e.) this man = the 
-locus, has ignorance, in this matter = the object); but Prakasat- 
mayati dismisses this argument by saying that this two-fold 
aspect of aJiiana is only a passing phase in the real background 
.of it as having the same locus and object. The second possibi- 
lzty of the above argument is that aJiiana is not possible in 
Unqualified Self-revealed Consciousness that is Brahman that 
is antagonistic to the former. But Prakasatmayati shows that 
t.he real antagonism between ne
ciencc and Consciousness lic
 
net in Unqualified Consciousness as the locus, but in Consciou
- 
ncss as limited b) the subject, thc means etc., that bcing in 
true consihencc with a falbely created object dispels nescience; 
hence Sak.Jl-caztanya or the Witnes
-Consciousness being rcgard- 
ed as the locus or aJlzlina, there is no antagonism as thi
 
Consciousness is only the Witness or rcvc:lIcr of ajfi1ina that i
 
dIrect! y known by it and by no other pramlina 
Prakasatmayati makes an elaborate analysis of thc proh- 
JenI of ajiiana and its relation to the locus, i.c, BUlh !lUlU. 
He shows that there is no contradiction in any rctllioll ohi.lill- 
ing between the two, for, after all, UnqualifIed Cons( iowHle"s 
or NLTvtSe'ia Brahntan being the locus of any ajfi1ina docs not 
lose its alHmowingness (sarvaJfiatva). He shows that there is 
no contradiction in Brahman's nature of all-rcvealinO' and aU- 
h 
knowing characters even though aJ11ana hinges on it; for, as 
he analyses the fact, therc may be three-fold apprchenliion of 
such contradiction, but none of these is real contradiction at 
aU The first apprehension is that revealcdness (hh1i'in1J1al1af1Jfl) 
entails c:uch contradiction. but he 
how
 that aj'fi1ina in tbe tri- 
tC 1 11porai existence of its pre-originational, e"l{istcll'lial and 
after-originating effects may exist in the rcvealed Brahman 
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that is the home of many aspects of limited Consciousness 
(janyaj'fiana); 'that is to say, that though there are many 
channels of the revelation of Brahman) still it does not lose 
its own nature even if ajiiana is held to adhere to it, Limited 
consciousness is only a phase of Brahman and it does not in 
any way make itself bound to the contradIction of such cons- 
ciousness, for in its own nature it is all-knowing and all-perva- 
sive, at the same time being the Witness of aJfiana that may 
falsely adhere to it. Even the revelation of B'J'ahman is not 
antagonistic to the ajiiana which has its locus in Brahman; for, 
as Prakasatmayati says, there is no contradiction in the revela- 
tion of the aJfi1ina itself. Now this revelation of aj'fiana is due 
to the locuS! that is Brahman whkh as the Witness of it is not 
in conflict with it. Prakasatmayati also points out that self- 
revelation of Brahman is not in conflict with ajfiana that 
adheres to it, for he says that only inert objects (vi
ayas) that 
.are other-revealed are not the loci of a}fiana and hence cannot 
be at the same time revealed and the witness of aJii1ina adher- 
ing to them; thus there is an inevitable conflict between them, 
It is only samvedana qua samvtt that is not revealed through any 
-channels or vrtlzs and is only the nature of Brahman that has no 
.conflict with ajnana of which it is merely a witness and not 
a dispeller by any means Prakasatmayati then analyses more 
fully how the all-knowing character of Brahman can accommo- 
date itself with the ajfi'iina that adheres to it. He 
hows that 
the thzrd posstbility to deny the existence of any ajfiana in 
Brahman (the other two possibilities have been shown and 
examined above) is that the unity of Brahman and ]iva that is 
the main thesis of Advaita Vedanta is apprehended to anta- 
gonisc with ajiiana adhering to Brahman inasmuch as its all- 
knowing nature win be impaired by it. but he dismisses EliCh 
apprchcnsion by bringing out the real truth. He f:haws 
that this unity does not in any way hamper a}'n'iina as 
3dhering to Brahman for the fact that though there is 
unity, still that unity is divided as bctween the bimba and 
pratibzmba (the Reality and its reflection); so there is no 
'Conflict of the characters adhering to B1ahman and those 
adhcring to ]iva-and hence IJ,jnana is possible even in 
unity. Hence Prakasatmaya"ti concludes that the presence 
of ajfiana in Brahman is not antagonistic to the all- 
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knoWlngness of Brahman [or the [act that Brahman being. 
the unity of all eXIstence is the locu&40[ arnana in the sense that. 
its reflection (pratzbtmba) as a hmited Entity shares the qualities 
of being such a locus, whereas in Its transcendental Existence 
which is Unity (azkya) there is really all-knowingness (sarva- 
Jiiatva) and ever-freeness (sadamuktatva). But he says that the 
Consciousness per se is the real locus of a]iiana which abides in 
Consciousness par excellence} i.e., Absolute Biahman and not 
any fi,va. His paradoxical statements here (as fivasrayatvopa- 
gamat-Vzvarana) P. 268 & satyapyazkye pratzbimbiitmanya- 
dhyastasylimatvaderbzmbe adai Janjj,t avadatatayasc1ivzrodhada<r- 
san'lit-Ioc. czt.) seem not to disturb the general standpoint he 
has taken, but only try to hush up the possible chargc of 
there being no sarvajiflitua (all-knowingness) in B'Jahman. 
He shows that sarva}iiatva and aJl1anasrayatva do not antago- 
nise in the &ame locus (euarh .saruajnatvavzdyasrayatuaYO(l 
satyapya z kye'virodhat-Vivara1)a} P. 268) Prakasatmayati's 
analysis and view-points on the relation between Brahman and 
]iva will be discussed below. Thus unity of Brahman and 
]iva zn one sense establishes aJnana as adhering to the latter 
as the reflection of the forner. 62 Thus unity, self-revelation 
and all-knowIngness of Brahman postulate afn1ina inasmuch 
as a veil is often seen on it, or otherwise no such positive 
aJii1ina would have been possible but only the negative absence 
of knowledge if there were differencc, other-revelation and little- 
knowingness in Brahman. Thus Prakasatmayati adduces hcrc 
an additional proof of postulation (arthapatlt) to es'Labb
h the 
presence of ajiiana on the locus of ajfiana. 
Prakasatmayati introduces a very interesting discussion as. 
to the difference between Brahman and jiva though they arc 
essentially the same. Here he says that there are various views 
as to this guestion. The first view is that it is due to the 
limitation of the antaJ:tkara1}a or mind, the second view is that 
it is due to a characteristic called attrelw that can bring about 
both difference and non-difference, the third view is that it 


()2 ta8m finnaikyam avid yii8ra!fat t:e lIa 1nrudll yatl' , kmt /.a1' ld !film ("N' fJ(l- 
prldayati-(Vit' ara ?J a , P 268) 

'a.dlJ,amata (' l'artltiidjive J)rahmasl'a'J'ilpap'l'(1.ki1tJir:cMidikfi.l>idy{l, kallJ!latt. 
'*' * .J« II: :If: afo'71iidi8IddAi1'I.;
d.1JiiL'acchinni1n(1.ntaiil..'anirbhii.8i1
fJadam ekara8tllh 
Brahma-(Paficapr7dil..'(1, P. 269). 
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is due to their intrinsic natures. Prakasatmayati entirely dis- 
misses the alternatives by showing that it is only aJ'iiana that 
covers Alman and hangs on Atman (Atmavara'lJam 
atmajfianam-Vzvara1Ja, P. 269). But Prakasatmayati seems 
to make here a departure from the standpoint of his School 
when he says that a]fiana is responsible for the avaccheda of 
Brahman that is ]zva; for his School advocates, as has been 
established in his Vivara'lJa, that ]zva is the prat..tbtmba and 
not avaccheda of Brahman. But this seems not to confl.i
t 
with his general philosophical background where he established 
Jiva as pratibimba; herein he only makes a slip-shod term 
that is not his philosophy but is only an approach to understand 
bis philosophy. Thus fiva here becomes created out of nes- 
cience or a]fi1ina and that is what is meant by calling it an 
avaccheda; in reality, according to Prakasatmayati, however, 
it is a prattbimba. This ]ivahood is due to aJnana and this 
cause-and-effect series is beginningless (anadt) like bZJo:fzkurapra- 
v1iha (the series of seeds and sprouts). This anadt avzdyapravaha 
is at the root of all the creative principles of kartrtva, bhoklrtva 
etc., which also being beginningless and false constitute what 
is called ]ivahood. 
Prakasatmayati dismisses first of all the arguments of the 
opponents who hold that it is antaly,kara'lJa that is responsible 
for the difference of Brahman and ]iva. He analyses that the 
antaJ;karatta can in no wise be responsible as such for the fact 
that it is itself false and created by ajiiana. Hence no true 
avaccheda of antaJ;,kara'lJa can be postulated for such difference 
to be possible; and if the falsity of the avaccheda of a'rLtg,J;zkar- 
a1Ja be accepted, then the primal ajfiana itself becomes so 
responsible. Thus the dialectic of Prakasatmayati centres round 
the fact that the antahkara'lJa itself is the offspring of ajiiana 
and in no wise capable by itself to account for the difference 
of Brahman and j'i1.Ja; hence antaly,kara
7a being dispelled by 
true knowledge of Self cannot stand on its own merits. 
to account for any difference between Brahman and 
fiva; thus the alternative course of recognizing that anta" 
'lJ.kara'f}a along with aiiiana that creates it should be 
recognized as accounting for the difference between ]iva and 
Brahman, comes up for consideration, but that alternative, too
 
is untenable, as shown by Prakasatmayati and AkhaI).Q.ananda. 


8. 
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They show that as there is in this view the recognition of two 
principles whereas the one primal principle of ajf1lina is suffi- 
cient, this view should be discarded and the views that ajfiana 
is the only principle to account 
or the difference between 
Brahman and ]iva should be accepted. 63 The antal;zkara'f)a can- 
not also be said to be a true emanation of Brahman on the 
authority of the sruti (cf. tanmano'srjata), for the faLL thai 
it being created by avzdya (sadi or sQtpattimattaka) is the 
i11usory transformation (VZVa'l tamanavidyadhz
thanatvam- 
T attvadipana) P. 270) of the Brahmacaitanya and hence is 
never true, though it is not the substratum of an1idi avid'la 
or eternal nescience. Thus AkhaI).c;lananda hits upon the right 
nail of Advaita Philosophy by saying that though created, it 
is the vivartamanavidyadhi
thana and hence necessarily false 
and illusory. Prakasatmayati ably answers the alternatives of 
the delimitation (avacchedakatva) by antaJ:tkara'lJa and shows 
that none of these stands the scrutiny of reason. The 
antal:zkara1)a in its subtle (siik$ma) stage being regarded 
as the delimiting adjunct (avacchedaka), the subtlcty 
comes to three things: 
(l) partless state, (2) decrease 
in parts, (3) existence in the causal state. The first 
alternative is impossible for the fact that a composite 
substance cannot exist in partIess state, or else it ceases to exist 
at all. The second alternative is also untenable for the fact 
that the parts being decreased, the whole cannot remain, or 
else it ceases to be composed of parts. The third alternative 
too becomes inconsistent for the fact that the antal:zkara'fla be- 
ing existent in the cause (ka1a1)amev1isthitam), in itsclf bc(.onlcs 
non-existence and hence incapable of serving as the avacchedaka 
which it is sought to be; again if it exists as the effect also 
(k1iryamapi) then there is no question of subtlety. Hence 
Prakasatmayati concludes that the only other alternative in 
favour of the case of antal].kara'lJa being left and that being 
Uexistence in the cause along with the impressions of effect.", 
we have to dismiss this one also on the ground that the causal 
e:xistence necessarily implies that the cause is illusory and not 
63 an ta[l,karazza81/iiVacchedakatvamicchata' jfiiina8'Jjllpya I.ac(' kedakatvami.f- 
'!lata e va, anta'hJ
arana8yfi'l opitatveniij'iiiiniltmalcatvllt, tata ubhaYMQVa- 
('(' //,{-' ([([kat I'akatpan fi,/jiirh gauraviirm a tli.vaaan tal1,kaTaname vavaccAedaTca- 
nl,tfljartha!.t-(Tatt1'adipa'lla, P. 270). .. 
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real and hence that cause turns out to be nothing but aiiiana 
or nescience; otherwise destruction of the false knowledge 
of distinction would never come. Hence Prakasatmayati 
solidly retuses the case for antaly,karatza and along with it 
the case for atireka is also lost. Atzreka being regarded 
as a property that can bring about difference and 
non-difference cannot be said to make the difference bet- 
ween Brahman and ]zva possible wilhout the acceptance of 
avidya that is really at the bottom of such differences. The 
argument that avidya presupposes a difference between 
Brahman and Jiva and hence there arises a mutual dependence, 
is also neutralized by the counter-argument of PrakaMitmayati 
that it is all the same in the case of at.ireka also; and more- 
-over mutual difference is not a strong argument in cases of 
eternal dependence as we find in the case of bheda (difference) 
,on the one hand and the differentiated (dharmtn) and the differ- 
entia tor (pratiyogzn) on the other. Hence all the argu- 
ments in favour of other adjuncts than avidya fail, 
-and the case of the Advaitist that it alone is respon- 
sible for the appearance of difference between Brahman 
and Jzva
 gains its own gTound. Prakasatmayati winds 
up the arguments and establishes this position by 
'Saying that this avidya
 thougn hinging on Brahman, not 
only obscures it but also creates an appearance of difference 
between Brahman and ]"iva; this is the function of avidya 
in 'the empirical plane where this appearance of difference is 
always obtruding upon the existence of Jzva till the transcen- 
dental truth of unity is not vouchsafed to him. Even the 
bimba of face that is reflected on the mirror is not merely 
obscured by it but also is made to appear as the pratibtmba 
on the mirror and thus the difference of the two is created by 
,avidya or ajfiana hinging on the oonsciousness of the facial 
expression (bimba) that is reflected (pratibimba) on the 
mirror. 
Prakasatmayati brings out more fully and clearly the locus 
.of avzdy'ii that is Pure and Unqualified Consciousness by show- 
ing that the other alternatives cannot logically hold good. 
It cannot be held that Consciousness as quali
ed by the 
avidya is the real locus of avidya for the simple fact 
that there are no logical proofs in support of this. 
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view., The empirical justification from feelings like 'I am 
ignorant' where the'!, refers to 'the Self as reflected on the 
antalJ-kara'lJa is very feeble in view of the fact that all empirical 
feelings centre round the experience of'!', but are not on 
that account revealed by Consciousness limited by some 
adjunct or the other but by the Pure Consciousness or the 
Witness-Self (Sak
i-cal,tanya). Prakasatmayati pays back the. 
opponents on their own coins by the same force of arguments. 
which silence them in their view that antal}karat w on which 
the Self is reflected is the revealer of a1.lidy1i as well as of all 
empirical feelings of a direct nature, as these experiences and 
the antalJ,kara'lJa itself jointly depend upon the Pure Self,. as, 
a lump of iron and the act of burning depend upon the only 
locus, i.e., fire, whence we say, 'the lump of iron burns'r 
Prakasatmayati in one word dismisses the argument by showing 
that avidya and antal}kara'lJa are both dependent. on Pure- 
Self whence it follows that we ascribe wrongly ignorance or 
nescience on the anialJ,kara'lJa but not on the real 10cus upon 
which it is super-imposed. The antaZzkara'lJa it&el[ being an 
eftect of avidya cannot be the locus of it. r. t The empirical 
justification of expressions like 'I am ignorant' is to be sought 
in the acceptance of Pure Self as the locus of ignorance and 
nowhere else; then also we' can explain satisfactorily the 
presence of ignorance even in the dreaInless state of sleep 
(su
uptz). Prakasatnlayati shows the cviJ efleet 01 :rct;ardmg, 
the view that the Self reflected on the ant a
l k(!,ra
la is the locus. 
of avidya, in that the explanation of ultimate liberation fronl 
bondage (bandhanasa) becomes a myth; for if the incrl (]aq.a) 
antalJkara'lJa be regarded a& the locus of aVl,dyli then it will alsO' 
have to be regarded as the locus of illusion (bhrlint.i) as 
well as real knowledge (samyagjnana), for these thrce things 
depend on the same locus. But then the incrt anf(Lllkara
la 
having realized real knowledge, the Self will not he libcrat('(l 
Crom bondage, for it is that. the Self that io:; in bondarrc anti 
,.., 
that has to be liberated from it. True it is that the Self a
 
Pure Brahman is neither in bondage nor has to be liherated 
from it, yet to explain satisfactorily the phenomcnon of 


e& antakkara7}a Q yrij'tir7nahiryat.1 r7nna ta(lti8ra1jatt.al.'flll)(J1U'7. 'tiara 7)'1'0- 
tityanupapattik tasya anyatM18iddhat1.;at-(Tattvad'iparlO, P. 272). 
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,bondage and liberation that are due to the play of avidyii, 
it is wiser to hold Pure Self and not the Self qualified by the 
antalJ,kara1Ja as the locus of avidya as well as its 
destruction, for otherwise a logically consistent theory of 
metaphysic cannot. be constructed. 65 
Prakasatmayati here introduces a view that ajfiana has 
.its locus not in the Self qualified by antal;tka.ra'lJ-a but in the 
anta
zkara
'la itself. This view is grossly illogical, for it cuts 
.at its own roots. If the Self is admitted by this School as 
the locus of limited knowledge (ktficzJJnatva), as is necessarily 
done, then the Self becomes the locus of a}ffana because it has 
sometimes the absence of knowledge. But this School may 
argue that ajfiana as a positive entity belongs ro the al1tab-.- 
kara1Ja whilst absence of knowledge (agraha1Ja), false know- 
ledge (mzthy1ijnlina) etc., have their locus in the Self, 
hence the anta
zkara1Ja and not the Self becomes the 
locus oi a)'nana. These arguments also lose their force 
when put to logical examination, for a}fiana to have 
the anta
zkara1Ja as its locus should be designated as 
either an entity different from knowledge (jfianadan- 
yat) or antagonistic to knowledge (jiilinabirodhi). If the first 
alternative be accepted, then any psycho-physical defect, e.g., 
,disease of' the senses may come within the category of ajnana 
and may very well be accepted as having its locus in the 
lantaf;karana which is inert (jaq,a). The second alternative 
also is ,untenable for the fact that if knowledge and its opposite 
'Stand on two different loci-the first on the Self( which is the 
<only locus of knowledge and not the inert antal;tkara'Y)a) and 
the second (i)D the antaf;kara1Ja,-then the antagonism between 
knowledge and its opposite will have no useful purpose to 
serve, for, this kind of antagonism proceeding from two differ- 
ent loci will not be able to make knowledge the destroyer of 
its opposite. Even if the anta
kara'1Ja be accepted as the kar- 
a
za or means of knowledge of the subject that is Self, and the 
a]fiana as the opposite of knowledge being seated on that 
means (kara1Ja) there will be no logical evidence to show that 


"., tatasca 1 t81stasya 11tUktavananva,lJacctnmfitrasya sO//'vatranugamlit 
l,asyatl {i]liatzoamitJja?,thah-(Tattvadipana, P. 273). 
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knowledge in the subject will necessarily destroy the opposite 
of knowledge in its means. Even the knowledge 01 the 
antalj,karar;.a of a man gone to su
uptt (dreamless sleep) as devoid 
of any actions or functions (liyam1ina) cannot suggest the 
cessation of the ignorance of the man, tor he is said tJo have 
ignorance again when he wakes up. Thus the inference of the 
cessation of ignorance in a deeply
sleeping man by another 
111an from the former's state of the a'lltaf.lkarq,'f)a as devoid of 
any actions, is not possible, because of the fact that such know- 
ledge of the absence of any actions is due to the previous pre- 
sence of actions and not due to the cessation of ignorance.. 
Even as psycho-physical defects ajiiana cannot be said to have 
its locus in the antalj,kara'lJa, fur then sense-organs may also 
become such loci. The argument that the ant(!}:tlwra
'la is 
beginningless (a1J,adz) while the sense-organs are created in time 
(sadz) and hence the latter cannot be the loci of arfilina which is. 
beginningless while the former can be so, is also a very weak 
one, for if we accept satkliryavada or manife
Lation lrOln all 
existent state in the cause, that will apply equally to the 
ellse- 
organs as also the anta
zkara'lJa. Fronl a]l thc
e logkal analy- 
ses it is clear that the positIve aJiiana as spoken of in the 
STutzS as anrla; nzh1ira elL, mu
t nec.e
sarily have its locus in 
the conscious seat or seals which have knowledge, and hcnce 
it follows lhat no unconscious anta
tlwra
za UHi. be Mica a lO(lI
. 
but only Consdousness (cazlanyu). T.i.ll
 Gpl1iIUl i.., 
1 hcgH111ing- 
less (anlidz) entity that has it
 locu& on Brahman, for, it i"i 
not generated in proccss of time. Padmapada sa}=" this in 
clear terms when he brings out that Brahman appcalS as so 
many ]ivas undcr the inliuenc..c of this beginningiesI) prin- 
dple 66 . Prakasatlnayati c1arific& this position by 
howing that 
not only is Brahman a bcginninglcss Principle, but al
o the 
veil of ignorancc (ajfiana) that rcsts on il is suc..h. Not only is 
the ground of all illusion but also the principle of ill u
ion j-; 
beginningless in point of time. This is borne out. all Padum- 
pada says, by the Bhagavad-Gila which speaks of hoth tnallI' t I 
and puru
fja as aniidz 61 . Here prfJ.k?lz refers to the pt iu( ipI'c 


6u ar;o'niidt8
dd"ii nd1jtil ar( lbini1nanta.1 i l'(J.mrblu(ScixpaclalJll' 1..(t}'UXlllil nJflll- 
mf!u-( [>ai'j('olJiirlll.-if., P. 269). 
61 711al.'2ltTn l JU '1'l11Wlicaha biddl/;.van(ldi ub/uil (J.1 1i (flhaqfJl ad.aUa. 13/20) 
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of may1i as is borne out by the .sruti: mayam tu prakrtim 
vzdy1it. As a matter of fact, in the Advaita School of 
Vedanta there are six beginningless principles' ($acJa.. 
nadaya/:t)G8. (1) ]zva (the individual Self), (2) lsa (the 
cosmic Self as Creator), (3) V'tsuddhli ezt (Pure ConsciouSr 
ness), (4) ]zve.sayaorbhzda (the differen£e between the first two),. 
(5) avidya (nescienc.e), (6) taccitoryoga/:t (relation, though false, 
of nescience with Pure Consciousness). Prakasatmayati's. 
analysis of ajfi1ina is consummate when he shows that it has. 
not only the locus (asraya) in Brahman but also the object 
(vi$aya) in Brahman. Brahrn,an as the object
 (vi
aya) 
or ignorance is admitted in both the chief Schools of Advaita 
Vedanta, viz., the Bhamati as well as the Vivara1Ja, though 
there is divergence of opinion on the locus (1israya) of ignorance 
between them. The .Bh1imatt School does not recognise 
B'J-ahman as the locus of ignorance, but regards Jiva as such. 
However, Prakasatmayati here shows clearly that there may 
be the charge of logical or metaphysical inconsistency in 
admitting that Brahmfn is the object (vi
aya) of ignorance. 
The opponents, as N aiyayikas, may urge against the Advaitins 
that ignorance (ajiiana) to have Brahman as its object 
(vi
aya) caPnot but be unrevealed (anavabhasamana). There 
is, therefore, no logical consistency in the Advaitist position 
which tries to show that ajfiana has as its object Brahman 
that is revealed while that ajfiana is also revealed (avabhasa.. 
mana). But if the opposite view is to be accepted, ajii1ina 
has to be regarded as unrevealed (anavabh1isam1ina). The 
Advaitists press forward their arguments and show that this 
revelation of ajfiana does not conflict with the concept of 
ajfiana which as such is illusory and hence depends only 
on its illusory revelation (pratzbhasa); hence ajfiana; though 
having as its object Brahman, is illusorily presented to 
S1ik
icaitanya and hence is revealed to it. This is also borne 
out in the revelation of ajfiana in such judgments as: "I 
do not know the meaning of your word" (tvaduktamartha:rh 
na Janamz) where the process of not-knowing is not unrevealed 
to the subjective consciousness. Thus the Advaitist position,. 


68 Jil
a 180 "'z8uda/1.ii cit tathil ]i'l.Je8aJJO'1'bhida avidl!la taccitoryogaJp. 
lJadasmllkamanada'1{ah-( Sarhs kl!epa-si1'1'iraka). 
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as brought out by Prakasatmayati, tallies well with the revela- 
tion of a}fiana to Siik
zcaitanya that is partless (nzrarhSa); but. 
to the bhoktr-caztanya where therc is a limitation of thc All- 
pervading Consciousness, a}fiana is not revealed as the false 
(:reator of the plurality of the empirical processes from which 
it (bhoktrcaztanya) is distinct. Sw:.h revelation is possible only 
to the S'iik
zcaitanya which is self-revealed and as a result of 
relation wherewith all knowledge of duality and plurality is 
revealed; thus the distinctness of it from the mind-body com- 
plexes is dependent on the self-revelation or Sak
icaztanya, 
and hence a}fiana, though having it as its object, is not inconsis- 
.tent as being revealed as illusory, responsible for all false 
.knowledge of duality and plurality. The bhoktrcazlanya, on 
the other hand, is not the real vouchsafer of ajfiana and hence 
not the object. of it. This deep metaphysical signifIcance is 
ably borne out. by Prakasatmayati. 
This analysis ot the logical consistency of the Advaitist 
.conception of the nature of Sa
icaitanya, apart from bhokt'r- 
caitanya, as not antagonising with the concept of aJfi'iina as 
creating a veil upon Brahman that is 'its object in all kinds 
01 dual, illusory knowledge is challenged by those who try 'to 
establish that the empirical Self as the bhokta is not necessarily 
in consonance with the empirical falsity of its processes, for 
,the processes might well be conceivcd of as sub-ordinated to 
the former. G9 The logic of this School lies in admitting that 
the Sak#caztanya, whIch is regarded by the Advaitist.s as 'thc 
Witness of the illusory empirical processes from whkh it is 
distinct, cannot be said to be such a Witness of the distinction 
of the empirical processes; for they argue that this knowledge 
of distinction is possible by a third knowledge. But their 
argument is feeble inasmuch as if the knowledge of d ist inc:.- 
tion is indeterminate with regard to the dJwrmin and the 
dharmas before the third knowledge which shows their det.er- 
mination as such, then the knowledge of distinction (ould 
never arise at all; for before "the third knowledge, the know- 
ledge of distinction is well-established even by the knowledge 
<>1 the Self itself as'!', the reason being that the knowledge of 


69 manusyo' ILam.if;
 mitll'!Jail1a
kat(1blHrn{jni1t. nanu-gawJ.o' ya'lh 'Ita mit/L'Jjfi. 
-(Paiicapad
lca, P. 276). 
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.the object itself can produce the knowledge of its distinction 
from other objects. 7o Prakasatmayati refutes this position by 
showing that the nature of bhoktrcaitanya as sub-ordinating 
the empirical processes and not necessarily falsely owning them, 
is not logically tenable. He advances many arguments by 
taking the cue from his predecessor, Padmapada, and 
.shows that the view of sub-ordination of the empirical processes 
(gau1)atva-pak
a), inspite of its arguments to establish its cause, 
is defeated.by the admission of the view of the false appear- 
ance of those processes (mzthyatva-pak
a). The opposite 
School (gaunavadin) argues that the empirical processes of the 
mind-body complex appear as related in the same substratum 
(samanadhikara1)yam) with the Self and this relation is the 
relation of sub-ordination (samanadhikara1)yam gau1)ava- 
bhasaf.z-Vzvara1)a) P. 277), for the Self as distinction from this 
relation cannot exist. Even the scriptural and inferential proofs 
cannot be said to account for the falsity, and not sub- 
ordination, of those processes, for, they say, that the false 
appearance of the pre-existent. (]ye
tha) proof of perception 
(annot h6ld good here, even though t.here are cases like the 
.empirical illusion of the perGeptual appearance of two moons 
in place of one where the former perceptual proof is negated 
.by the latter perc
ption of one moon. The logical argument 
for holding this view is in the analysis of the negation (badha) 
by the latter proof; for, accoding to this view, where no logi- 
<:al analysis of such negation takes place as in the case of the 
<crnpirical appearance of two moons, there may easily be the 
11egation of the former perceptual proof even by the latter 
inferential proof which establishes the falsity or the former 
appearance (though this negation of the fOlmer appearance 
of perception is based on the latter perception of the subo;tra- 
tum, yet there is an infercnt
al process denying the appearance 
of something on some other thing which is due to adhyii'1a); 
but in the present case, this School argues, where there is the 
necessity of logical determination of negation by the latter 
proQj6 (scriptural or inferential) of the fiormer perceptual 
.apperance, such latter proofs cannot be logically established 
as doing so For, if such latter proofs are to be logically 
established as negating former appearances based on the per- 
70 padilrtllajnanameva bhedajnanam--(Viva'JQ1}a, P. 276). 
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ceptual proof, then there will invariably arise the fallacy of 
lTIut.ual dependence (anyonyasrayatva) because of the fact t.hat 
the latter proofs, being established, will determine falsity, and 
talsity being determined will make their processes valid. 71 Thus 
this School concludes that t.he empirical processes pertaining to 
the Self are sub-ordinate (gau'1J.a) to it and are not false 
(mzthya). This School does not, therefore, admit t.he Self as 
distinct from these processes (which are false); nor as undiffer- 
entiated from them, but admits it as the Self which is designa- 
ted by '1' (ahankara) and having the mind-body complexes as 
sub-ordinated to it. This, therefore, i
 an echo of the bhedabhe- 
davadin who does not regard the empirical processes as distinct 
from the Self nor as undifferentiated from it, but as the real 
manifestations (0£ a subordinate nature) ot the Self. 
Prakasatmayati further examines the view of the gau'(la- 
vadin and shows that neither by way of implication nor by 
way of experience can it be said that the Self is distinct from 
the empirical processes which are sub-ordinate to it; for, if 
by implication the Self as bhokta is said to be distinct from 
the mind-body complexes, yet that implication does not come 
up in actual experience where the latter are seen to be super- 
imposed (adhyasta) on the former; and the experience of 
distinction can only establish the sub-ordination (gau'lJatva) 
and not super-imposition (adhyastatva) of the latLer upon the 
former. Prakasatmayati meets the possible charge against 
super-imposition by showing that although the Self is revealed 
in full (vise
a'lJa) without any parti being unrevealed, yet:! 
adhyasa is possible on it, for it is possible for adhyasa to take 
place even in those places where there is the revelation of the 
object without any exterior elements being specially differen- 
tiated from it as unrevealed; thus it is seen that the lctter 'a
, 
having no specially unrevealed differentiation of itself from its; 
lengthening or shortening which are the qualities of the sound 
only, is made to be the substratum of super-imposition of these 
imaginary qualities, and so, the Self, though having no speci- 
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a.lly unrevealed differentiation of itself from anything outside it, 
becomes the substratum of those imaginary qualities adhering to 
the mind-body complexes. Hence Prakasatmayati concludes that 
adhy1isa of these qualities upon the Self, though it is fully 
revealed, is possible due to those qualities being wrongly attri- 
buted to the Self which is undiB:erentiated (here differentia- 
tion becomes really unrevealed) with the unconscious objects. 
like the mind-body complexes, the real seat of those quali'Lies. 
The view of the opponents (gau1Javadins) that the distinction 
of the Self from those unconscious objects is experienced and 
not merely implicated is also shown to be logically untenable; 
for, if such distinction is experIenced, then the question of 
the qualities being sub-ordinated to the Self as the distznct 
knower does not require to be logically established, for it is, 
well established in experience. But the gau1Javadzn contends that 
although the Self is logically proved as distinct from the Ego- 
qualities (ahampratyaya), yet the question of sub-ordination 
in which the Self is distinct opens after seeing that the Self 
is known as the substratum of those qualities whence' it is 
inferred that ihis knowledge is of sub-ordination and not super- 
imposition. Prakasatmayati replies to this contention by show- 
ing that the knowledge of distinction is not vouchsafed by the 
logical analysis; hence the logical method cannot in any way 
establish the distinction of Self from the Ego-qualities, but 
can only merge into the exposition of the real nature of the 
Self. Thus the gau1Javadin's contention that those qualities. 
are known as distinct from the Self to which they are sub- 
ordinated, loses all meaning to the adhyasavadzn; for, the 
latter (the Advaitist) is not satisfied that the distinction of 
those qualities has to be logically esablished in view of the fact 
that those qualities are always super-imposcd on the Self. Hence 
what the logical analysis can do for the Advaitist is only an 
indirect knowledge of distinction that is established by 
indirect proofs as inference, but it cannot on that account take 
away from his position that the real nature of the Self as the 
dzrect knowledge is only capable of vouchsafing to us the super- 
imposed or false character of those distinct qualities. Hence 
even if those super-imposed objects are not i.ndirectly known 
as distinct from the Self, the Advaitist contention of adhyasa is 
not vitiated in any way. The gau1JQvadzn tries to know on1r 
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indirectly the distinction of those qualities from the Self and 
tries to explain that their experience along with the Self is 
maintainable on the assumption that those objects are sub- 
ordinated to the Self and hence they are in some way to be 
related with the Self. But he forgets the fundamental prob, 
lem in such knowledge of relation that is due to a false super. 
imposition, and not true sub-ordination, of those objects upon 
the Self. Thus his analysis of the knowledge of distinction 
bccomf s an indzrect weapon with which to crush the direll 
kllowledgt. of false relation between the Self and chose qualities. 

'he Advaitist position is clearly brought out by Prakasat- 
maya:ti who shows t.hat it is the only consistent position to 
explain t.he relation of the external objects and their qualities 
with the Self that shines in its pure light, and no amount of 
logical analysis can dispel t.he false super-imposition of these 
upon it: it is only possible by 'the lnost direct knowledge or 
the Self that is Pure Consciousness upon which everything 
"else is a chimera. .But the Advaitist on that account does 
not totally divorce the utility of the logical proofs from his 
system, for he says that the indirect knowledge established 
logically is also a necessity for revealing, though indirectly, 
the false superimposition 72 . The Advaitist contends that 
there is a case for adhyasa of those qualities upon the Self, 
because when the indirect knowledge establishing distinction 
is not. sought as such, the direct knowledge of the Self rev'eals 
the super-imposition of those qualities upon it. But when 
this contention is sought to J)C challenged by the gau'i)av1idzn 
who tries to show that eVCD in this explanation whcl 
 
the Advaitist recognisef> adhy1isa" t.here is sub-ordinatioll 
(gaunalva) of those quaJitiel) to the Self, Prakfl:sd:tmayaj.L 
replies that this contcntion is not tcnablc; for 1 he 
sub-ordination of t.he qualities is antagonisLic to the diro:t 
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experience of the Self. Prakasatmayati following his prc
 
decessor Padmapada shows that even in the case of the 
letter 'a', there is super-imposition of the qualities of shorten- 
ing or lengthening on it, because even though the sound 'a' 
is known to be distinct {rom those qualities, the latter quali- 
ties are not so known, and hence we cannot explain the short- 
ening or lengthening of the letter 'a' but by a referel1Ge to the 
fact of super-imposition of those qualities upon the former. 
This knowledge of distinction that adheres to the letter 'a' 
and not to its qualities, however, makes the knowledge of 
distinction to adhere to both the objects even though distinc- 
tion is not primarily cognized in one. 73 
Prakasatmayati further examines probable charges 
against the adhylisav1idzn and shows that his position is in no 
way incompatible. He shows that the direct experience of 
the Self even after the knowledge or distinction does not con- 
flict with adhyasa; nor does the logical analysis of the Self as 
distinct clash with adhylisa; for, eitber the direct experience or 
the logical analysis only shows the real nature of the Self and 
nothing more. But adhyasa as a positive fact is shown to 
exist in the Self, even though the direct experience or the 
logical analysis of it reveals it as a distinct Entity. This is a 
reply to the gau1Javadzn who tries to falsify adhyasa on the 
ground of the distinct knowledge of the Self. But the 
Advaitist posilion, as brought out by Padmapada. Prakasat- 
mayati and AkhaneJ,ananda, shows us clearly that adhylisa is in 
no wise incompatible even in the distinct cxperiencc of the 
Self, for it is the nature of avidy1i to creatc false &uper- 
imposition on it. Hence they conclude that even in the 
direct experience of the Self, the knowledge of distinction can- 
not do anything more than establishing the object of such 
experience, that is the Self, for it is the nature of t.he ancdlary 
means (such as the knowledge of distinction that is indirect) 
not to over-step the limits of the original means, if latter 
means is not affected by the former. Hence the direct experience 
of the Self, being in no way afiected by the Knowlcdge of distinc- 
tion, is revealed. Even the logical analysis of thc Self as distinct 
cannot clash with adhy1isa; for such analysis being indircct cannot 


13 akarasya vyatirelce'pi hras'l'iidera1)'!/atzreh7dadl1yasa(b tt
 codayati- 



126 


A Crztzque on the Vzvara
w School 


dispel dIrect adhyasa. Adhyasa as a positive fact has 'to be recog- 
nized in the Self, but it is not in any way in conflict with the 
knowledoe of distInction, for it IS the creation of the enigmatic 
(:) 
av z dya i4 ; it is only in (,onfiict with the real Knowledge of the 
Self that shInes forth in its own light as one, undivided,-and 
that Knowledge can put a stop to all cognitions of duality 
wd plurality created on the unitary Self75. Thus Prakasat- 
mayati and Akhangananda, following Padmapada, refute 
dearly the view of the ga7.lnav1idzn; and &how that without the 
assumption of adhyasa upon the Self, there can be no consis- 
tent explanatIon of Pure Self, which is not only known as 
distinct but whose real Knowledge is in It-he inevitable conflict 
with distinction (of the empirical processes). This is the 
fundamental issue in the Advaitist conception which shows 
that such distinction in no way affects Pure Self, which shines 
forth in its own light, although he accepts the super-imposed 
nanvanubhava '£t
. awyatararyat1,'tel.:e ll'/..oyoJ cl"atLllcl bit edasyetare tara- 
vyat1rekal} 8iddhyatityaha-tannett. (V '£ /Jara
'/,a, P. 280). 
yauktLka)iilinen.iikara8ya hras'Viid v'!la/J?'ttyabl
yul)agam.e adhl/(2sunll- 
bILa'L'a 'tt't katharnuktam? na ca-aka.rud ltrasvasya 'l.'ya.v'J tt'tpJatztyabhuvull 
adAya8an?tbha/Ja 1,tyap1, sa'likyam. akilrasya hrasvild vyav'J tt'tpratittsambltal.lld 
--ityatrliha-akilra.<,yet't :I« '*' * .1f: * p1 thalctvasya bhedauya'/.Jahara-l.ara:fJa- 
t'Uadekatra prtlwktt a}1ia.ne anyat1 Op
 taniiUnam 8,yat--(Tattvadipana, 
P. 280) 
74 tndra)alame
'a
tat-at'Ldyakrtatt.at_ (PaJica1Jlldtkci., P. 280). 
75 tatAa'!H-altoml J1 'atyoyasya 8 I': at isayaprattsthitasyat l,a aatastadekapra- 
t


h1,tapratd)andhokrdanildyo L zdylllo? tam de!Larhprati
th/j,tatvamapt d? lJt am ; 
ato dehad'H'
8ayatl'U'/..
t1()dlti svavzsayapraiu,tkat'Uamal"aihpratyayasya, ato 
yuktyii '/.,zsaya1...wecane'1n sl'al't8ayopadarsanena tatpr(Jtu}thatl ama.tra'lib 
krtam, nadh'tkam{idm 8'ttam b 1 aV'£8ayalJrat18pkatvanco dehadu}vahammam(i.- 
MnmOnena na vtrudhyota ityul"tam--(Paiicapadtlca, P. 281). 
nanu-puramatmaui8ayo'pi yul..tl7fll1na8anmdMinOt ?yati1 iktadl}ayo'- 
hampratyaya
t 'Lt't-netyiiha oto yuldyli 'l..,£8aJ/ol''£1'ecane'piti nah1,--'pratyokl}a- 
i nanantarCisannidhantit-r fiana 1k-8 vov u}ayf7.dadlb'tlca visayarh bh a'l., atiti blba eatb 
-(Vwaratza, P 281). 
bhedabodhad adhYtiso8ya nilJrUatt'flt kafhoma{lltyiisatl:arh tato gau1Jat- 
'1:amitt d'l. ztiyal.-alpam pratyaha-l
tfL':etb? tathOI1.itlasyo e8{}'rtb.ak-allam- 
ptJ'atyaya8YtJ. del1,adtp' atllJthatvamapi d,!stamiti sambandkal.l. torhi delta c,'va 
atma 8yiiditL, tatraka-Sl:aVli}ayeti. 'I. yatirtktatmaprati8[.hasyetyartllalb. 
tarltYltbhayom syl1d'tt
 tatTiiha tade/
etL. aptsafJdo'vadharanartllo dr
ta- 
padentirl1Jsa)] atl'. del, (id
prattst1Lat1.:e. "etum {iha-anadi,lt. aha7h'Prat
lJa!Ja- 
miltrasyadhlj{18a1;trodllLtve'pi 8altalca.ryanurodMid '/)irodl
iteti 80ilkate nanu 
pU1'l1amitt, sa!/,aka.1iianmdlLtivapi 'anarh manu$ya?t' nmirekaradhttya:nz, 
it'lltika-netyo.!teti-('Pattvadipana, P. 281). 
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knowledge of distinction 01 the empirical processes which are 
revealed by it as such. The gau1Javad z n fails to take note ot 
this fundmental fact and just tries to establish that the Self 
which is affected by the knowledge of distinction of the Inind- 
body complexes makes those sub-ordinated to it, but in that 
case the knowledge of the Self will ever c.ontinue with the 
sub-ordinated mind-body complexes, even though their dis- 
tInction is known; for such distinction is zndzrectly known on 
logical analysis to exist in the Self which is not freed froIn 
such knowledge that only makes the distinct complexes as 
sub
ordinated to it. This position has been clearly brought 
out by Padmapada, and following him by Prakasatmayati and 
Akhan9.ananda 76. 
Praka
atmayati further shows that even the knowledge of 
distinction as is sought to be established even by the 
Advaitist, does not conflict with the direct knowledge ot nOl1- 
distinction (in adhyasa); for, he says that even this direct 
knowledge of non-distinction which is created falsely by 
avidya may be established as false by the logical (yuktisahzla) 
proofs of inference and testimony of the Srults. Thus the 
direct perception of adhyasa in which there is a false nOl1- 
rlistinction of the Self with the mind-body complexes is very 
well negated by the logic
l analysis of the real nature of it 
which brooks of nothing outsidc of it froln which it is to be 
abhznna (non-distinct). The knowledge of distinction in 
itself is illusory in the Pure Self and hence it is not logical to 
show that the non-distinction (aikya) of it with those com- 
plexes which are the creation of avzdya; though directly 
perceived, is false, illusory; the knowledge of the Pure Self is 
the only real Knowledge. Thus Prakasatmayati shows that 
distinction, in the Advaitist position, can be accepted only 
tentatively, for ultimately that knowledge of distinction, which 
is accepted by the gau1Javadzns and hence in their opinion is 
in conflict with the aikya of the Self with the distinct empiri- 
cal processes which are therefore sub-ordinate to it (with a 
real existence of their own), is not accepted by the Advaitist; 
for he shows that the real unity of the Self has nothing to do 


78 tena na kadcimdarpi 'manusyo' 1Lam'lt
 ]1ratyayo gau'l}alv-(Paiicapiidikii, 
P. 282) 
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with the knowledge of distinction which persists so long as. 
there is adhyasa; in adhyasa there is only the logical necessity 
of distinction which makes the dIstinct unite falsely, but in the 
ultimate knowledge of unity, such knowledge of distinction IS 

lso shown to be false. This is the real Advaitist position of 
the knowledge of distinctIon as existcnt (only as a logical 
necessity in adhyasa) and it is tacitly hinted at by Padlnapada 
and Prakasatmayati. 
From this analysis PadInapada and Prakasatmayati try to 
show that in Pure Self there is the possibIlity of adhy1isa which 
is the creation of false avzdy1i, the veil of the real unity of all 
existence that the Pure Self in its self-luminous charactcr is; 
otherwise there would be no possibility of any adhy1isa upon 
such a Self tor the reason that distinctions of the crnpirical 
processes would be absent uLtimately in it which shines forth 
in its self-luminous character without any part being unreveal- 
ed. But avzdya makes it possible that it has non-revelation 
(though false) in its pure light, and hence distinct enlpirlcal 
processes are falsely super-imposed on it, though, actually 
speaking, to admit any distinct process outside it is. 
to go against the reality of the Self as the negation of all dis- 
tinctions. It follows, therefore, that Pure Self may thus 
become the substratum of adhy1isa as the necessary corollary 
of the existence of avidya; the creatrzce of all distinctions. 
'"rhus adhy1isa of the empirical existence does not go against 
the definitIOn of it by Bha
yakara sankaracarya: paratra pm liva- 
bhasal}; for here the Pure Self becomes the substratum (Para- 
tra) of adhyasa of empirical existence (Paravabhjj,!'ah).77 Pra- 
kasatmayati shows that the three-fold factor necessary [or adhylisa
 
viz., the substratum (adhi
fhlina), defecLive auxiliary condition 
(do
a) and the persistence of such an auxiliary condition (sari
s" 
kara), are all present in this adhyasa upon Self: for, it has been 
established that Self becomes under the inHuence of avidya the 
substratum, avzdya is the kara
ladoJa (the defective auxiliary 


'l7 B1'ah1ntitmmkatvaByiJ.pi tat8'/.Jart7pasll flnat 'abhil8anmh pu:rvakiila1c()Ura- 
hitaprakd8iiccMidtta:monimittam 8Tut'£tadm tlw.patti8ama:rpitam, tan.n.ir1tit- 
t ii.llQnkii.riidhyii8aica 8ambMivyate-(Pa:F£r:apii.dtka, Pp. 282-283). 
8vayamp1'akii.sat I,epyavtdyay(i.' fJr"-vamii'fJ,avis88at vad ii.tmano t d ll,iI}t,l, tin (l- 
yogyatvalcatl£anena fparatra varavabhii.8o)/ iti lalc'a1)ti.lhBo da'f8Jtal,,- 
(JTtvG1'a
a, P. 282). 
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(,ondilion) and the persistence (sarnsk'iira) of it is also evident 
from its eternality (anaditvat). Thus Prakasatmayati tries to 
establish that in Pure Self there arc all the possibilitIes of 
adhyasa ot the empirical existence and hence it does not go 
against the definition enunciated by Sankara. Padmapada 
also brings out these possibilities being present in such 
adhyasa; for he shows that Pure Self is the sub
tratum 
(tatsva r 'fipa5yiillavabhasanam), that there is the defect of aV'Zdyli 
(prakaSacchaditamonzmztlam) and that there h the eternal per- 
sIstence of it whcnce it also follows that adl7.yasa is with regard 
to the previously cognised object (puTvadr
{a) that resembles a 
nlemory-image (smrtz-'rupa)7s. This previous cognition (PU1"- 
vadrstatva), however, indicates the projective potency (vzk
e- 
pasaktz) present in avidya which not only eternally veils Self, 
but eternally projects objects (which are therefore pre-cognised) 
upon it. Prakasatmayati following Padmapada alsO' shows. 
that in such adhyasa therc is the possibility of a unitary know- 
ledge of the supcr-imposed and the substratuln, although the 
substratum (Self) is strictly speaking not an object lIke the 
substratum of ordinary illusions, as the rope (in the illusion 
of snake on it). It is quite . possible to make it a substratum 
on the ground that something is possible to be super-imposed 
on it, and hence such knowledge of the substratum (Self) is 
possible and possible as born (Janya) and not eternal or nitya. 
due to its adhyasa with the empirical processes. Thus though 
Pure Self is eternally known, it becomes the substratum of 
adhy1isa as the substratum of a knowledge born out of its false 
associations with such processes. Hence it is quite possible to. 
admit adhyasa on it following thc definition laid down by 
Sankara 79. 
Still 1he question remains as to the psychological possi- 
bility of the Pure Self being the substratum of adhyasa; for it 
is scen that the 
ubstratum and the super-itnposed (in adhyasa) 
are the objects of the same process of knowledge (as 'this is 

;ilver') where the same means of perception play their role. 
But in the csse of the Pure Self it is quite outside the ken of 


78 anlidtt,,;;c('a purvadrstaf I mil smrtir lipat L arka-(Paii.ralJodll...l7., P 283). 
79 '1:i8istamsayoparal"tiikii1 C
1a Jan yate-( V tI aJ ana, P. 283} 
Atmallo' IAsayatl e'pi iiropIlaspn111 onlifl auyarii17.l1ii.bn.{waratlacllll
!lui.llah am 
-(7'att'l...adipana, P. 283) 
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ny means of perception and hen<..e the di£lkulLy arises as to 
its possibility of being the substratunl. This question is ela- 
borately discussed by Padmapada and Prakasatnlayati who 
,establish that Pure Self can be the substratum of illusion. 
Their arguments centre round the nature of the Pure 
Self in illusion and stop at the point of establishing it& 
possibility of being an object of the means of perception and 
hence a substratuIll. The objectors to the Advaitist definition 
.of adhyasa point out that the Pure Sell being aIVva}$ a non-object 
(avz
aya) of any nleans of knowledge cannot, logkally and psy- 
chologically, be the substratum of illusion. The Buddhist 
vZjrfana or the Vedantic su
up'ti is not, as the Vedantist may 
reply with equal force, substratunl of illusion, though there is no 
objectivity of knowledge in either; {or the opponents will argue 
that both vzjnana and su
upli can be the substrate of illu1)ions- 
in the former case like illusion of the objective \A. orIel and iu the 
latter case like the illusory potency (adhyasa-salnshaJ a) 01 the 
.cosmic world though there is no ka1 man at thell tinle aud hen<..e 
no particularised Illusion, because in thcsc ')tates lhe sup(r- 
ilnposed and the states are revealed in the same pro<..cs
 of 
knowledge. Akhandananda in his Taltvadzpana brings out 
this facl clearly and thus 
uggests that in Advaita Veddnta 
there is no finality of the stage of S1l
!)1lplt due to it
 ab.,ence of 
kmmans (kmmatvabhava) as being regarded the gr()t!pdh.'
'1 
fo,tage of :111 iJJui)iol1i), for although it is admit tcd b} thi\ ." "I1UlI 
thdL this 
tJ.ge i
 flltlll !o the rc.lli7.1tiol1 of the ]>un: 
clt a
 heldt 
of all 1l10dihcatioll." yet Jt ha
 the potent) of ar.Jlclyu hidden ill it 
and hentc can be.: the ohject of the same pro(e
., of kl1<ndedgc 
"'with the tlvzdyii-wulnh1ha, thus it is dear that e\'e11 the Pme 
'SeIf a') pre')ent in the \l{ wfJll-stagc i
 not complctely out
icl<.' allY 
process of knowledge a
 being purc1y unmodihed by other 
.objects but is quite po
')ible to be the object (vi.\fl)'a) of know- 
ledge in the same process with the avidy1i-m1JHllliJ(L Similar i'\ 
also the case of the Buddhist vzjii'iina whi( h is not ou1 :-.ide the 
process of any knowledge as the gTotmd «(ldh1
\{hal1(J) of illu- 
'sion but can be the object ("{)i
aya) of the c;aJHC kind of l...uow- 
ledge with the external impositions lIke momcn1al incs
 
(k.
an1kalva).8o 


au (lI18aye.'lJt ':lwitl..'edanc k
(l!ItI..'atl.;ilclyaJ'oJ)O d!'J}!fJ. Itlf(i:"tlul.!/a tl!'J(.{(illf(l'- 
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rlhe diffic.ultic
 ot the Adv:litist 
till renlain to be answered, 
lor the OppOllCllt
 argue that the Pure Self cannot be both the 
ll/.saYln (the Selt as such) and the vl
aye (the external illu!3ory 
impositions). It goes against the Iundaluental granlmatic.al 
l...onccption to a
sert an objec.t as both the subject (vz
ayzJl- 
';clf) and the ('bJcct (vl\aya=not-Sell). To ans'wer this charge, 
j}rakd
dtmaYJ.ti ably replie') lrolll the A.L!.vaitisL point of view to 
"110W that l>l1re Seli as 
lH..h being 110t thc ground of the im- 
posilions 01 the vl
sayas i!3 made to be reflec.Led (lJ1a
zbllnblla) 
on the transparent alllahk{l1a
la b
 the force of avzdya, and 
hence becomes the ground of lhe Illusory SUper-1111positions of 
the qualities adhering to it as the object 01 the knowledge of 
tl!WJn (aharhpJ atyaya--knowledge of '1'); thus Pure Self is not 
to be taken as splitting up its own intrinsic. partless (nZia1hsa) 
nature for the purposc of the know]edge ot the supcrinlposed 
VI 
ayas, but is the reflecled object on the an(a
lkara
ta \vith 
\\ l11Ch it geb contact for the purpo
e of its being known as the 
ground ot all illusions. I-lcnce the {uzlahlw1{J}w, the translu- 
cenl substanc.c, Iuakes it possible for the Pure Self to be really 
:known as the ground 01 the impositions of the vz
ayas and 
hcnce is the } cal ie
tiator or the whole proces
 of illusions; 
,}therwise, if the Pure Self '" ere not even reflected 011 it, no 
process of illusion on the Pure Selt would have ever been pos- 
...ible. This 'Selt-identihcalioll with the antaJ:zllmarla;-the 
Jl1irror of. reflection, 
o to 
ay, of the Pure SeU,-is the leal 
hasis, background and businessman of all kind'S of illusions 
upon the Pure Self. Prakasatnlayati analvses the nature of 
a{lhylisa on Pure Self which by its reHectioll on the 
,anlaJ:zka'rana appears in a two-fold c.haracter which is 
the essential requisite of iInpo,ilions; for, it is 
cen that the 
knowledge of both the superimposed and the substratum is 
revealed in an act of super-imposition. In the case of the itnpo- 

ition of the external objects and their qualilies on the Self 
(that is reflected on anlahkm"ana), there is thif) two-fold revela- 
tion. for, as Padn1apada and Prakasatmayati clearly bring out, in 


'<fWI jJwf I jJW/J1a d t rocla!lati-llOh ill (1.:ilJltl'l1iiu8ayo ne.ti 
I ([datil. 8/(
/f pi L I .IIi; t rtlanfitl olnrjt mallo' bh llllllagal mn t(ItJ (L l.'al mat dilJl, rhe 
I at!talll(l{lIll<;tllflJ1atmm 
t]I'-ismil.'l/(1 (711 a im;rl'tt. arllll.
!II(it/(i.lo1HIOIJf}1""a- 
l)/uldlwpll/lJO!I(, satl /.'mmafl r;blu;t {jJlaJa{ll'elliidll!lii
abll{j1 iin1l11a7abdltelJ, 
:,; ((unot t omap1f1!jQjol.:anl1f1jartltflll-(Tflft I (ld/flanG, Pp 292301) 



132 


A Cnlzque on the Vwawtza Se-hool 


thi
 act at super-itnpositiou, the SeH gets idefn.ihcd, 1:tO to 
say, with the anla
lkara
w that reflects its (.onsdou
llc

 and 
hence appears as both the SeU and the anl(l/.tkwa
ta" whic.h, 
like a ball of iron being designaled dS bUflullg (when tilt: 
quality of burning really adhcre
 to hre which resls 011 the 
red-hot iron-ball) Inakes it possible for the Sell to partake ot 
its character. Thus the Pure Sell a
 the ground 01 adhyli.\u 
does not conf!1Ct with parlaking of the qualities of Lhe 
anta
kma'1Ja which in its turn reflects its consciousne

 and 
lllakes possible for itself to make the Self appear in its two-fold 
character. The Self thus becon1es the ground of adhyasa 
which is only the in1position on Itseli of the {l'1zla/.1kaJ(J,'!J,«' 
and its qualities whence it 10110,,\'
 that it (the Self) 
hould 
appear as the real Witncs& ot the (hanging 1>late
 01 the 
antaAFy,kara'1Ja and aho a[) the anla
lkaJa1J,a qualified b} 
those qualities. In this process 01 imposition whKh i
 
initiated by the anlalJ,karatLaJ Pure Self being rc1lec.ted 
on the antalJ,kara,1)a appears as both the detac.hed 
Witness and the attached Ego. This is the true interpretation 
of the nature of adhyasa on Pure" Self, as amply borne out bj 
Padmapada and Prakasatmayati. Unless this fact ot the pri- 
mary indispensabilily of the anlabkara1Ja a
 lhe initiator of alll 
the paraphernalia of ad hyasa on the Self is recognised, Self as. 
Pure Self beCOlnes etcrnally detached and De\ er (omcs within 
the orbit of adhylifia. Henceforth [allows an unending pro((.:

 
of adhy'iisa like that of thc bod} (\m [J lid h)'iiMI), the scnsc
 
(zndnyadhyasa) and the lile. In the adhy1isa of the body-processes. 
on the Self, we have a deep-strung imposilion rcsting on the 
anlalJ,kara1}a on whkh the Sclf is reflected and on the zlldu:ya,\. 
through which the impo
itions of the organs arc fIrst Inadc for 
making the body-processes really known a1) 
uperiIllposcd on th<: 
Self. Prakas
Hmayati further ShO'W8 that even the anla{lkaratza 
may be the conscious scat of adhyasa by the reflection of the 
Self upon it, and hence the Ego-consdou&I1ess (aha 1"il kaw)r 
tl}.ough belonging to the category of the not-Self (zdam). i
 
said to be the seat of the conscious states in adhyaMI. The lcd- 
hot iron-ball becomes the seat of the quality of fire (i.e., burn- 
ing), but fIre has this quality independently of the iron-ball; 
the iron-baIl only partakes of the quality of fire, though it ha!> 
not that quality by itself. But the Conscious Self is always, 
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refleLted on the anta
lkaJa
la for Ego-consciousness (ahwhk1ira) 
and wherever any imposition on the Self takes place, the Ego- 
consciousness oeco1l1es the priluary Ineans for that; thus the 
Ego-consciousness becOlues the seat of all conscious states in 
adhylisa and does not appear as Inixed with the quality of the 
not-Self (idam) but rather as the conscious basis of all 
adhy1i5a. 81 



l a"yo dalw.t'itt dagdli]tl allststasyayn€JGyusasctJ. d, ui1upyiit;ublliisaLail 
-'ultum/( pa{ab!tp' 
iyupalabdAl tl ell 

u
tatmano' Jttt1M,,'a/a
lasya c{i
tJjeL'a 
d I'Wl/IP!/rl t ab!t{i8ah asiiflltrlJ uJ/(l-!.'J1,l}ojJw a7..,( WJI rUnui.dldw 1 yame La 'l-astl a- 
J/atlal'I
/8famQ/ ab/t{j8ata If I bluiwlL duMdLi-lJJ'emiispada'J tl1Je{la 1Jariniimi- 
!wlrigamfip(( ljadra.'5{1/ lip" lIfi/l,amktLl (f t l.
ay{icl/
 t anusyutacattanJJal ilperla, t11l,amiti 
('a '.Yti.l?tlm[i'Pe
Ul ca, saJla{o!..asiiksll.am.. dwi'l'ii2)yamtty{i7ta-'5an.alol
a.. 

iJ.1..$tlw It I 
 >\. * ic * * ayo dalw.tiiyiidiil ayal1-pi'lJ-4iidivat al.:a 1t r t !.-.e']Ji 
,[arbana!.:111jt181'a,lja!.:fJtt1nkslpfataJja' llarhl.'fil a8Y{H abhii8aZ" sarnbhat;atitt pUTI a- 
IlidwtlIrL 8uldluiJltt rodayatL-l..afhallllft O.lJal"lJl!!{lai.!/ail1'('kena balm eulah an a- 
k 1I1fas1 ayat 1 0 I adalwlh!..f11 at.,I/afu p/':('1/((f1ltlllli fiiImal..:1'tlJtldw sanilt a/i ama e L'ilt- 
Jlwf 1'011I tf Iflltff.J1'e
la q/antll€lIa wafllJutlayatl-( V Ii a1'a
1a, Pp 302-303). 
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AN EXAMINATION INTO THE NATURE OF Tl-1£ 
SELF-ITS OWN STATUS VIS-A-VIS THE OBJECT 8.; 
CONSCIOUSNESS: AN ADVAITIST INQUIRY INTO 
DIFFERENT THEORIES. 


PrakaMitmayat:i then takes up the pen to refute with all 
force the opposite viewpoints on the Self (Alman). In doing 
so, he closely follows his predecessor, Padlnpada, and brings out 
the full logical development of these view
 cuhnil1atIng in the 
Advaitist position. He shows the Sankhya viewpoint whkh 
infers the Self a
 existing as an entity becau
e it h reHcued Oll 
the anta
lkara'l}a that is un<..ons<..ious. This in1clcfl<"c i
 b,l
<.'d 
on the universal concomitance of the refic<..ted dud the 
ub
- 
tratum ot reflection. The Sankhya-view about leflec.tion 01 
the Self is that it is reRected through the anta
dUna
1(lVlltl on 
the antaJ:tkara
'la and is, therefore, kno'wn to exi
t a
 the Idlc<.- 
ted entity Bul, a<..cording lo the Sankhya-vir'w, the Self which 
is pure con'ic.iou
nes& i
 reflected on Lhe buddhz or intellect,. 
the brst lU1cons<..iotb product of Pralqtt. Praka
alma}ali':-. 
analY
ls ot Lhe Sdukhya-inferenc.e, thert'lore. 'oecms to 
ufler 
from a technical defect. The rcilection of lhc Sell 0] 1 .j, he 
unconscious buddlu whi<..h accordwg to the Sdukh)a-thcof} 
seems to be re
ponslhle for the sensing of the objcct is acted 
upon by the manas or the 111ind which makcs i he l.uowledge 
which IS indeterminate 
l detennin.lle one, dud 1Il1all
, the 
ahfl1ik1i,-a or the Ego (whith is a .
eparale prinLiple in the. 
Sanlhya-view being the 
ccond unc.onsciou
 produ(t of PW/;Jll) 
makes that knowledge a thing inducing the Sell to a<.l diflel- 
endy as the O1.£Iner of the knowledge-pro(.cs
. Thu
 the S,iillh}a- 
epistemology gives U
 an anal)',;is of k.nowledge WhCl (' th(: 
bllddhi., the first uncom,dous product, hCIUg cL trausparc..'ut 
entity reflects the consciou
ness that the Sclf i
. Plat...
i<:itIUa}a 
ti's presentation of the Sankh}'a-i1l1crcl1(c h" then-fore. a hroad 
and sOlnewhat loose one hecause o[ the faeL that he t-.pcak
 ol 
the a11la
dwJal1a as thc reflector of the liglll o{ .th(' Self. In 
the $ilikhya-view, the anlahkara
Ul is a gcneric term indud- 



Adva£la lnqutl}' znlo DIfferent TheOJze!) 011 Self 135 


ing the three functional entii.ie
 In the knowledge-
ltuation
 
viz., the buddhz (intellect), the manas (mind-whIch again is a 
by-product of a1wnhiiJa) and the ahaJlk{;,Ja (Ego). Thus 'while 
the generic entity, i.e.
 anlal}karaiJa; is responsible for orIgina- 
ting knowledge through variou
 <:.hannels Prakasd:tmayati takes 
it to prove, though loosely, th<ll the Consciou
ness that is the 
natule of tht: Sell J.<..ccrdillg to the Sd.ukh)d.-new is reflected 
on this generic entity, though buddhz; one of the aspects of the 
anta
llwJa

a; i
 the refleclor of iL. I-Iowc\ er, Plaka
atnlayati 
seems to suggest the AdvaitIst view which a(.cept
 lhe anla
z- 
lw'J a1Ja as a specifu lenn ahno
l equivalent to the mana!) (lnind) 
v
hich reflects the light of the Self. Thus this anal)sis of 
]:raka
atma}ati 
eeIIlS to sufter fron1 the Ad, aitist predilectIon 
and is not antagonistic to the g'eneral SaJikhya epistemological 
standpoint which accept
 d reflection of the Consciousness 
(nalure of the ScU) upon an unconscious entity. 
The second LargeL of (fllidsln is the Nyaya-Vai6e5ika "ie,,,," 
'\\hich also infers that thc Self i
 the seat of qualities (gU
za5),. 
such a
, desire (zccha), hatred (dve
a), pleasure (wkha), pain 
(duly,klw), knowledge (jiiana) etc. The Nyaya-Vai
esika thf::or
 of 
the Self (Alman) i
 that it possesse
 SOllIe 
pecific (vi
e.'ia) and 
apposite (yogya) qualilies (gunas) which inherc in It and in 
no other obJecl (dw1.1)'a). Thus they infer these qua- 
lities including }nana (knowledge) on the Self whIch lhereforc 
is an object (dlavya) having that specific quality inher- 
zng in it. Prakasatmayati, therefore, gives us the syllogistic 
fonn of inference about the inherence of the
e qualitIes on the. 
Self. He shows that these qualilies like knowledge, desire etc.::- 
being specific qualities (vl{esag1lUa5) are known h
 ,;ingle sense- 
organs (ehendriyag'-ahya) but these being absenl in the fiye 
'inahabhfUa
 (gross physical elements) musl inhere in one of the 
remaining four objects (dTavyas) (the number of drcrvyas" 
a«ording to them, is nine). But this inference will show that 
OUI of the remaining four objects, three-viz.. dzk (direction), 
hala (time) and 171anas (mind) have no specific qualities for in 
the In only generic qualities inhere. Hence he concludes that the 
ninth obJec.t, i.c, Alman (Self) is the seat of these specific quali- 
tie
 like desire. knowledge etc The example (drstal1fa) gi\en b\ 
Praldi
atmayaLi in establishing this inference is the case of 
smell (gandha) whkh being a specific quality of the element 
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of earth (k

ztz) is negatively shown to be excluded frolIl the pro- 
bans (hetu) of the inference (syllogism) where .'not inhering 
in the remaining eight objects" is an aspect; thus gandha 
Ldng a specific quality of k
iti is not included in the probans- 
wIng (it inhering in one object-i.e., k
tz) and therefore c.annot 
be included in the probandum-wing (it inhering in an object 
olher than the Ainwn). Thus this is a vyatirekz anumlina 
as sought to be established by PrakasatmayatP2. Here the 
example (drJ{linla) is a negative one owing to the absence of 
any other positive case of concomitance. But this example 
given by Prakasatnlayati should not be taken to refer only to 
gandha; but to other specifIc qualities like lasa (of water), 
fupa (of light) etc., which inhere specifically in those eIenlents, 
for he refers to four bhillas or elements (bhfUacalustaya). This 
logical gap seems to be bridged over by Akhal!<;lananda in his 
Tallvad:zpana ","herein the example is ghcn a
 {!,and hadi 
,6'alha gandh'iidz-TaUo{'adlpana, P. 304). 
J;>raka
atm
,ati's next anal)'sis is with regard to the 


"2 It IS interesting to read sIde by side Prak;1s;1tmayai.I's manner ot 
analysmg the logIcal syllogIsm to bung out the NalyaYIka
theory of the 
Self and Citsukha's (aJong ,vlth that 01 his c.ommentator, Pratyagriipa). 
The latter's mdebtedlless to Prakas.ltma;}'atl's wa;y of analY&Ing Vl.IJl bo 
conspIcuoUS. 
C:I: NaYlyii.!JI!..a-rm8e<rlki1
ca-lc!'7u/da!Jo (Ju!uln, pzth/ll/ud/llwl/(lb1uUa- 
dral yal:yatin!..lasymva I'isesagu'l}tik te
 /([(/f .',tatl e satl I'/. end f/!/oguin Ilatml'i 
't'll:.e8agu'l}atuit bIt17.tar..atUl}ta,ye ar/l/}tagand/Ifi./ at, dll.!,Il{O/JUlJ/U8iim 11
('i}(l- 
'fJu'l}alli,natl'ar; pa1tbe8tidtcc!ti1dl{IuJ/ovat drallj(.i/n (wyude / at Jl/di---flJlU/II//Jwte 
(T'IIa?a!lU, Pp. 303-304) 
't,cr!ul(/i.mlrnastmlw I IJUI l/ot/lil. la(h a I yt;SJi I (II, WII .V (I1//;il/ll. (ldfllJo'ln 1,(,- 
,dll,ayeyuh--(Clt8u7..lla, P 12) 
tatltiilll-lcrltoda!Jo (Ju
lol/; atll t /faf I'f! sot I ([
 III (/(ldd II(/( (il. S lI/jajJJ al lJ(Jl.lwt /'((1 
galltlhawdlt1fiidmlJ gwwtl e sOult', (1/11)all (;jJa] (Ijfi!I.Jllatfmp7 Jailotml.a- 
dra't Ylll/'!Java('cheda.!
at(J?I{i 1,ls(',8afl/(
/()tl t' ('a 8lddhr satl, 'i('( It(ida!/tlZ,, 
7.:1 acidiisrltal" {llwa! I fit/II/pal adlft 8iii/lOlI!lato dl.'lliiulllJdillPJI(lnlldhiintt'. 
l.as1JwhscidasTaye 81ddlte, no tlil"at .
par
(l/.adl.'b(',<raqul}a{11 1)I((f!lfll.'
flfl'(' 
sat t akiira'f}agll!lapii?1.Jakat'l at, 7J1 atya7.'sat /'(, sat I a!lri I mltb (1/ IluMul1 III (;(l 
7'0 1U7PJla7(asausesagunal], b{jl'
/enllnyaJi7'o! !Jah
at / fit, Iliipi (l,l. !.'{rla- 
11/(11/(/'1(71;" 'l'18e
agU1}at di.dttyadtna' stad) a l'llaSI oyattfln II jJa pat r(/II, 8 uldlu;I/(llh 
-It'( Iliidm/o' 
fadravlJal'1/ati1.'lT..'tadral .1fli.srayi1A, 1,('81 Q1l/1'l,(lplU111(1m(i/lf'
/f 
[lunatl.iid, 1/wl1Iail'am tannal1 am yatlt'l qon(lluidl III 1.('1 fllfl"Y(JflJ('iN'
/fJi, a 
1\/fldlllll-(NayanalJTQsadtni-Pp. 12-13} [N.D. Ozl8ul..lll ('l'aftl.apHtdipikci) 
& .V(/.IJ(lIwjJ1Q
t7(bJ1i pnbhbhed fl'om 'Nil'naya Kagar Prc
&} 
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.5autrantika School of the Buddhists whkh tries to establish the 
inferability (anumeyatva) of the external objects. Prakasat- 
luayati following Padmapada hrst gives us an idea of the 
.opposite viewpoints which lnake either lhe Self or the external 
objects as being known to exist by some sort of an intellec- 
tual analysis. His method is to refute all such views to estab- 
lish his own, i.e., Advaitist view, which is very significantly 

lressed by his predecessor, Padluapada, in the cryptic sentence 
viz., p'iamatr
prameya
prarnztayastavadapaTok
al:z - (Paficapii- 
dzk1i:1 P. 304). This sentence is the fountain of all the 
refutations which Prakas
.Hmayati poses to perform, for all the 
.opponents' viewpoints are based either on the inferability 
.cf one or the other of the three factors mentioned by Padma- 
pad a (pramatr:1 prameya and pramitz). Thus Prakasatmayati 
is perfectly within the limits of logic when he digresses from 
the opponents' viewpoints on the SeH (as the Sarikhya and the 
Nyaya-Vaise
ika viewpoints) into the Buddhist view
points on 
.the external objects. His business is to establish the Advah.ist 
theory that in an act of knowledge the Self is the azrecl and 
immedzate sine qua non; i.e., consciousne
s, which, therefore, 
explains the dzrectness of the means of knowledge (pramztl) 
but the extelnal object is revealed dZ'ieclly as the object ot 
Consdou
ness Thus the Advaiti
t po&ition of knowledge refer
 
us to the dIrectness of' the ground of all knowledge, i.e, 
Con"ciousness, which beIng diversifIed into the pramatr:1 
prameya and pramztz is dzreclly known but by different kinds 
of directness. The subject, object and result of knowledge are 
all directly revealed for the fact that the ground-Consciousnesc; 
being the e"er
revealed Reality, it\ di\"ersihcatlOns are all 
dzrectly revealed without beIng dependent on any indirect 
mel hod of knowzng. This is the true signif1(.(.llJce of the Ad"ai. 
,tist interpretation of the direct rcvelation ot the pramalr:1 
f)rameya and pramzli which is hinted at by Padmapada. With- 
,out such direc.t and independcnt revelation of these lhree which 
are consciousnesc; (ircumscribed, the Advaitist cannot establish 
his position which rccogniseC) only the di'i-ectne'is of Conscious- 
ness wIthout any intervening method to establIsh that directness; 
the only conditions for such directness to be established arc the 
different limitations of the ground-consdousne
s which are 
known ;as lhc subject, object and result of knowledge, 'though 
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essentially directly revealed whenever the ground-Consciousness. 
is in no way veiled by any ignorance. In the nlaU
r ot the 
external object, it may be said that it is related t.o the subject 
as the object whenever the subject conIes in contact with it 
through the mediator called the anta
lkaJa'tJa. Now this. 
antaJ;,kara
la going through its vrttzs makes t.he object revealed, 
and thus the fonner two (anta
lkara1Ja &: V]"lli) being. directly 
revealed by the ground-Consciousness, the lalt.er becomes 
revealed by the light of that self-same Consciousness. In this con. 
text we quote below SOlne significant lines {rOll1 Dr. D. M. 
Datta's The Szx Ways of Kno'Wzng: "Whatever be this theory 
of the Jiva or the individual Self, every Vedantin holds that 
In all knowledge there is present the self-shining transcendent 
light of Consciousness which inlparts to the object its character 
of immediacy. Consciousness in this aspect is called the Sak
i 
or the witness. It is so called because it is conceivcd as the 
impartial iI' spectat.or whICh takes no part. in the ever-changing 
process of knowledge, but only lights it up or pa
sivcly witne
ses 
it. However individualized, finite, and determinate the sell or 
consciousncss may appear to be, it retains yet this aspcct 01 
transcendence. In consequence of this unanimous assertion of 
the existence of the witnessing light of consciousness, we also 
dislover a (OInlnOn poin t of agreemen t among the different 
VIews as to the funclion of the anLal).1..al ana, in percept ion. 
For the three differenl VIews referred to abo\c, natnd} the 
theories of abhedabhlvyakLi, ciduparaga and avara])abhibh<lva
 
are found when d.naly
ed lo contain the COlnmon clelnent that 
perception Lakes place only when the object is brought into 
connection with the self or the witnessing consciou
ncs
. C'ithcl 
by the revelation of an identity bCLween the two through a 
removal of the dIfferentiating factors or by the tinging of the 
self with the form of the obje<.t, or by the removal 01 the \cil 
of ignorance that hangs bctwecn thc self and the objc'( l. '"rJu.' 
nature of the relation that is eS1abli
hcd betwccn the witnes
- 
ing consdousne
s or the !)elf, as the pJl)sive obscrver (
dk"i), and 
the object pcrccived is admitted by all to be one or adh}asa. 
i.c,. crrOl1eOUI) idenlihcation of the one wiLh the atht'r'-' 
However, Praka
allnayati has from this Advaitist stand- 
point brought out the status of the external object in its known 
state as revealed, and has 
iYen UI) a logical presentation of 
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the Buddhist 1.hcorIc& 01 the Sautrantikas and thc Yogacarar,. 
1n doing so, he ha
 llled lO 
how that lhe two Buddhi5l Schooh 
have, by very 
ubde reasonIng, e
tablished that thc exterIMl 
object I
 kno'wl1 to be prescnt only 1l1dlfectl) in knowlcdgt. 
either as a purcl} Interred enlit} or as a purely 5ub]eCLh<:: 
cntity 110t in an) W,l} dhLiuctl} revealed. Thcsc BuddhI
l 
theone
 ha\ e tried to ghe an analysIs 01 knowledge where. 
cXLerndl objec.t i
 rc\ c,tled not on ib 0,\,\'11 ,lccount but 
011 account ot It
 indirect c1>tablishlnent as an inferable 01 

ub]ective entity that IS revealed as a contingent factor 111 kno\\.- 
ledge. The AdvJ.ili&l c..an accepl such a YIC\'\. of the contlngcllC} 
of the object in knowledge for the fact that it is revcaled 'whell I 
even thc ground-Consc..iousness is brought ln relation WIth it. 
HenLe thc object is revealed only through SOlne mediation ot 
the antabhara1Ja but not as an indirect conlingent factor, 
because it is revealed unmi&takabl) under the superintendence 
Ot Lhe groulld-Con
ciou5ness b} Ib lliediated relatIon '\\ iLh it, 
hence the Buddhisl theories stand condemncd before thc c..ourt 
of the Advalta epi
lelllolog} which is ba
ed on no ambiguou
 
or half-hearted admission of the reH
lation of thc obJecl in il
 
direct apprchen
ioll. 
The Sautrantika theof} adinib that t
e obJeLL is only an 
Inierablc cntIty and nothing ebe. 
 he logIc of the School 
&prings from the adlnI&sion that the object is only known by 
its reflection on the subjeLthe cOl1
ciousness (samvedana) OJ1 
which it is inlprinted.. so to say.. whenLe it follows thaL -;uch a 
leflection (of the object) i
 due to SOlne reflected entil} which 
is the inferred ob]e<..L. The exaIl1ple of the reflection of the 
face on the mIrror or 01 red tinge 011 thc crystal-stone explains 
that the object is to be inferred from its existence (by reHection) 
on a &ubstratuln on which it ought not normally to be present, 
Thus the object becomes onl
 a secondary entity in the sense 
that it is to be inferred.. like the face, by its reflection on the 

ubjective consciousness on which it ought not nornlall} to 
appear. Thus the Sautrantika lays stress 011 the object as it is 
znferred to be revelaled In knowledge £ronl it& inlpress on the 
subjetive consciousness which is purely the entity pe1" se without 
any normal tinge of the object that IS onl} accidentall) revea- 
led as an inferred existent after the flash of that consciousness. 
Thus the object aLcordillg to the Sautrantika turns out to be- 
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always an interred ent.ity in the knowledge-process; there is 
110 pla<..e for Its dtiect apprehension in &uch a pro<..c
s. Praka6<it.- 
Inayati c.rilicises thi
 view of the Sautrantikas by showing that 
the inferred obJecl to be apprehended III the inferential procc
s 
in knowledge /)hould at least be rcc.ognised as a dl1ed ap1Jie- 
henslOn without which no knowledge would be po
sible. The 
logic of the criticis111 lIes in the fact that the object to be 
inferred by knowledge may have no independent esse but can- 
not on that account be said to be not directly apprchended; 
as a matter of faa, the directness of thc apprehension of the 
object is too hard to deny when the object is the object of an 
imnlediate cognition whiGh, on the adInIS
iol1 of the Sautrantika, 
is impressed with its tinge. Thus even though we know an 
.object exisling dependently on the reflected tinge it impres/)es 
upon the subjective consciousness (akarlirpalw vz
aya) on 
which nann ally no such tinge is present, yet when such an 
,object be the object of my direct cognition, it must CDIne 
.direct.ly without any further dependence on another rcflected 
entity into my cognition; otherwise, the obJe<..t not coming 
.directly into nlY cognition for its necessity of dependence on 
a further reflected entity, the inferential proof to establish 
the inferable Lharacter oL the object from its reflection will 
'3tand self
condemned. Hence Praka6atnlayati holds that the 
Sautrantika should recognise that the object should bc directly 
Jpprehended a6 {he reflected entity (,'!"hose existencc hr no 
.doubt, established inferentially) in an act of direct cognition. 
This concession being made by t.he Sautrantika will land hinl 
into 'the dilemma as to why the object is not dircc.tIy revealed 
in cognition as perceplion without necc/)sity of its inferability. 
Thus the SautralltIka p01>ition c.orues to end in the recognition 
.of the direct apprehension of the objcct even without any 
inferential process to establish its existence, thus leading to 
the threshold of the possibility of the revelation of the object 
,directly in direct apprehension. The inferential proof to 
establish the existence of the obJcct, if carried 011 to the 
,extreme of further inferential justification for its knowing (as 
being dependent on a further reflected cntity), will antagonise 
itself with the knowing of the object directly at any time. 
'1 his point is brought out by Vi
J.lubhattopadhyaya in his 
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lJ.luvzvara'(ta in interpreting the criticism of the Sautrantika. 
theory by his predecessor, Prakasatmayati sa . 
Prakasatmayati refutes with equal zeal the Vijf1anavadin.s. 
or Yogacara's the or} af external object which is regarded as the 
objective projection of the subjective consciausness (vi]iiana) and 
is revealed not all its own merit but 011 the merit of the subjective 
consciousne
s with which its existence is identifIed. Thus the 
Yogacara position does not recognise any objectivity in the know- 
ledge-process bUl only the revelation of the subjective conscious- 
ness as the objective consciousness, though, in fact, vzjfiana is the 
only Reality that is revealed in any knowledge-process. The 
Yogacara theory. therefore, gives scanty or very askance look at 
the revelation of the external object which being projected out 
[ 
the alayavijiiana ar subjective consciousness is anly tinged with. 
the objective hue (pravrttzvz}fiana) and therefore is not in 
any way to be known dzrectly except being revealed by virtue 
of its identity with consciousness. This extreme form of Idea- 
lism denying the status quo of the object in knowledge is 
seriously challenged, by Prakasatmayati. He shows that the 
external object is known dzrectly as the object of knowledge 
and is therefore an object of dlrect revelation (zda112 
pasyamUyanubhav1it-Vzvara'(ta" P. 305). The Yogacara con- 
tention that though the object is identical with consciousness 
(vijiiana), its externality (bahiftvam) is distinctly perceived, and 
therefore in an act of error, the negating knowledge (b1idha- 
jfiana) refers to only the negation of this externality that is 
presented outside and not af the internality of the object. This 
contention is severely criticised by Prakasatmayati who shows 
that not onJy the externality is perceived as distinct from the 


t<.s Saufl{i11l/haS1jUpl Iladl Ilsay(1J/urna/la)iil771P' 8(il.siid Ilsay(i. e.tiiWb11{i
 
8rran, lJ?'al.lfaT.:sep.ljavablul"wwi.1J1. 1. astat1 aparadllOh itYa1wmli11aJriill/( 
'1ISal{asyau tl/ ablIlIS(J/lrltl anel;;ii.nto l/etul/ :J/a ('ed anumli.11aJ1i((nepi blfl'lbrl- 
bI/ iita/ /sa1j(I/'ablulsal/ }IrafJJ
{1l1(i.1'f"a8ya bimbapu108saratl a8yiipratlbltii8aJaid 
anumlinUl111da7{a e I a sy(}f aparol.sa'l. '!Jat aharayogyal i8ayij, ablta.8al tfllddham, 
r{inll m iinanlltt- ( V /I U1 aT} a. Pp. 304-305). 
anll'l/l.fl11l1/1udayc II yanena siid It /l(1)1 afitall 1Ial.'
ad I, m'rnat 
 tidapl al if 11 i- 
fJluHam. 11a1l1(- (fT/1f11lanaj7iollf' btrnuabhiJ.fm.isallalJabllaso'styel a, 11ft 
canal!.. (l11l1katli; ta8!f(lPlIa11!{l1peli!8(iyiik p1 atdmnbah ena blm bapuraSltara- 
f1.a.dltlJiisaidc!Ja (h7I}a
1(7.nta1'am{jha-aparol..
al'yaval1iireti-(R7'Ul tl ara1J.a, Pp. 
304-305). 
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internal consciousness, but also the object itself which is sought 
to be established as identical with internal consciousness, by the 
Yogadira is perceived dzstinctly as external (bahz
fha.syapi 
1 ajatliderap'arok
ylit-Vzvara1Ja, P. 305). Even if the Y oga- 
.dira to save his solipsistic position regards the externality as 
idential with consciousness, then cven that externality will 
have to be sacrificed in the situation of a negating knowledge 
where he regards this externality alonc as being negated, for 
here the externality being internalised will remain un-negated 
like the internalised object. Hcnce the Y ogadira being impel- 
led on the horns of the dilemma must needs recognise the 
,direct apprehension of an external object as object of know- 
ledge and never as the identically internalised entity with 
,consciousness. Thus Prakasatlnaya'ti concludes from the 
Advaitist point of view that the object is revealed as the 
adjunct (upadhi in knowledge) of an act of direct apprehen- 
sion without any further mediate processes. Thus the object 
.becomes directly revealed whenever its imnlediacy is 
unchallenged by any other thought
process. It is a necessary 
adjunct in direct revelation of knowledge and hence beC0111es 
an object of such direct revelation (tasmlidavyavadhli- 
nena sarhviduplidhztli vzsayasya-Vzvarar.za, P. 305). AkhaI)-da- 
nanda in his T altvadzpana says that the sense-organ like the 
-c)C being mediate in the direct apprehension of an object is 
not itselL an objecl of direct apprehension; thus the Inediate 
proce
scs bCing 110t depended upon, thc object is directly rcvea- 
'led. But even the Advaiti'3t ha
 retognised the modifications 
(vrttzs) of the anlahlwra
za in direct apprehension of an object 
which has to be brought into contact with the s
U-shinjng Wit- 
nessing-Consciousness and hence there is some recognition of the 
mediate process of the V? IIi; how then to justify this position of 
Praka
atmayati? Akhnc;lananda has tried to re
()lve the diffi- 
.culty by saying _ that the consciousness of whkh the object is 
an adjunct in direct apprehension is necessarily <hannellcd 
through the necessary modifications of the mind when it g-oes 
-out through the senses to the object; thus the general Advai- 
dst position being recognised, the nlcdiacy in thc direct appre- 
hension of an object is resolved to this necessary and logical 
outlet of the Consciousness in whi<h the object is direclly 
revealed; otherwise in other cases of knowledge such as in fer- 
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.ence.. the object bec.onles 1...110"\'11 'LhrlJugh other 11lediate 
processes like pa'Jama/Sa or reseInblan<.c of the establishment 
of a unzvc'Jsal loncomztance (betwecn the probans and the 
probandum) on the object to be inferred and hencc i
 not 
.directl y a pprehcllded 84. . 
Praka6atmayati cxanlines crItically thc vle,r,!) of lhe oppo- 
ll(;l1ts-vil, the N.lIyavikab, Varttlkakara, the Bhatt,l
 and the 
Prabhakaras-as to the nature 01 thc Self and shows ..hat in .111 
thcsc theories the Self beCOlnes unexplained as thc locus of 
knowledge which is sought to bc e
tablished ex hypo1.he/Jz in 
it. In all these theories the Self bccollles the 
ubstratunl of 
knowledge which somehow or other inhere1> in it by 
01ne extra- 
neous processes and, therefore, advcntitiousl) established on it; 
the Self is conscious not on its own nlerit but on the Iuerit of 
the adventitious quality of consciousness adhering in it from 
without If this hypothesis be acccpted, then the Self as con- 
ceived by them to be a Inere substratull1 at the quality of cons- 
ciousness becomes known lIke any other object ot 'whic.h any 
knowledge ac.crues to it; or, in other words, the Self beconles 
1'>omehow known by the knowledge-processes resting on it, and 
Lhercfore not shining In it5 own light of Con
ciousne
s. The 
A.dvaitist position is clear in thl
 respect for it establishes the 
,",cH not a
 a lW,07..L'able entity but only as Consciousnes
 as 
such l<'rom this point of view, Padlnapada and Prakasal- 
Inayad have shawn the masterly wa)s of criticisn1 of thc oppo- 
site Schools wherein the Self is explained by SOlne sort of a 
connection established between it and consciousness. Thcy 
show that such extraneous relation being sought to bc estab- 
lished between thcm, the Self .will cither turn out to be unknown 
or rather cease to be the reality of direct apprehension. The 
Advaitist position is very dear-cut and logical in so far as he 
explains the Self as not different from Consciousness but 
Consciou,:ness a
 such. This "iew of the Advaitist is hintcd at 
by Padmapada when he .,ay,; that in a knowledge-situation 
every necessary and es"cn'i.ial factor is directly re"ealed in "'0 
far as Consciou
nes& is re\ea]ed in the most direct n1anner. 


1U ('aI.8IlSotpanllmh cii.ksltsallutyut}Jatt
t yal adl
iinena caksll'O 1 1UlJ /a- 
I i8Cl}a
latl (it I IjrH?ffintJj01tllOll na ci11t7l1'neYa8yu.pi 8Ulh, idl ise:wnat- 
'vf1/(iparol.syaplasmir;ah; salh/"H'clwbdena md, iy{h tlla8whp, aljOr;arfidna8lja 
Iii al"'fifatl iidifymtlwll-'1.'attl aclipona, P. 3(5). 
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Thus he has analysed that the object i& dircctly revealcd when it 
becomes the object 01 such direct revelation (jJ1ameyarn ka'l. 
matvenapa10k
am) for which a direct relation has to be estab- 
lished between the Witnessing-Consciousncss and the object; 
and in that manner the V!tlzs of the anla
lka?atla transformed 
into the fonn of th(' objects play the role of the 
mediator. Hence the object as a necessary factor in knowledge 
is held by the Advaitist to be directly revealed when the condi- 
tions for its direct revelation as an object are fulfilled; hence 
it is that the indirectly perceived object is not the object of 
direct revelation although there is a vrttz connected with the 
anta
kara1Ja and revealed by the Witnessing-Consciousness, for 
here the mediation of the 1Jr{fl is only indirect in the sense 
that it only dispels the ignorance about the eXljt.ence of the 
objec.t (a5atllipadaka aJiiana). Hence the object being known as 
nlerely existent is not known as the content of direct experience. 
Apart from the object, the resultIng knowledge (pramzlz) is aho 
direclly revealed in an act of cognition, as the Self being Con
- 
ciousness per se is also directly revealed (pramal!-fJJa'lllllfJllJ/{l)(f- 
parok
e eva kevalam na karmatay1i). Thus Knowledge and 
Self being independent of any other mediating entity, unlike 
the object, are both revealed as they are, or in other word
, 
directly apprehended as such. There are no solicilalion& on 
the part of these entities (which are essenlially one in the 
Advaita theor}) for any other mediating cognitional function 
to be direct! y revealed. Hence the Self stands in no nced of 
sell-vindication, but is eternally vindicated in its direct revela- 
tion; for consciousness is the very identical nature of the Self. 
Consciou!>ness too is direct and imn1ediate 0.\ (,011 \ ClOU.Hlc,\ <, 
even though there are objective obstructions on the way 01 it
 
directness, for in indirect cognitions the object being indirectly 
revealed makes the conscious content of knowledge an indirc( t 
presentation. Here consdousne
s being revealed on its O\\iJ1 
merits only has an objective rcfercnc.e in indire(.tnc
s which 
therefore is a necessary appendage to itself. BUl in direttly 
revealed objects, consciousness is never (aIled im 0 q u('
lion Oil 
the ground of its directness, for such a quesl ion becomcs an 
anachronistic one in trying to prove indirectnes') by dU aftcr- 
process which has no existence when the consciousness is 
directly rcvealed with the object; consciousness here i
 direct 
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and immediate as it is free from any objective impediment 
by way of an indirectly revealed object due to the indirect 
vrtti of the mere disappearance of the ignorance about its. 
existence without any reference to the disappearance of the 
ignorance about its revelation (abhanapadaka a}nana). Above 
all, the Self is revealed dIrect! y In an act of cogni- 
tion. Herein the Advaiti&t position is logically far more 
consistent than in other systems which advocate its know- 
abzlzty, some way or the other; for the Advaitist holds 
that the Self being in itself Consciousness is directly revealed 
whenever dIrect knowledge appears on the scene. The Self 
is the key-note of all our experiences and hence it is never 
to be made an objective content in knowledge. It is always 
the pure subject which is consciousness per se and hence does 
not for a moment solicit the direct revelation of itself to be 
established by knowledge. Its directness is self-established like 
consciousness and hence is always the pure subject as consczous- 
ne
s and never the subject by consciousness. Thus it is that 
the opponents' viewpoints are miserably wanting in the funda- 
mentals of experience,-the viewpoints which try to prove 
that the Self is anything but Consciousness and is not directly 
revealed in a direct apprehension. To admit that position is 
to deny the Self either by committing it to the category of a 
further knowable substance or by making it never to be 
revealed in direct apprehension. Herein therefore the cryptic 
remark of Padmapada has the most stupendous significance 
in Advaita epistemology as well as metaphysics, and Prakasat- 
mayati tightens up his belts to vindicate this position against 
all swords. 
Prakasatmayati shows that according to the Nyaya- 
Vaise
ikas following the Varttikakara, viz., Udyotakara, the 
Self is directly revealed only by an extraneous relation 
(sarhyoga) with the mind; that is to say, when in an act of 
cognition the Self has a relation established extraneously with 
the mind which is related with the objects through the sense- 
organs (d. indriyarthasannikar
ajanyarh jfianarh pratyak
am), 
then the Self becomes an object of direct appehension as the 
most fundamentally related principle with the mind 85 . The 
1\5 ".LJtmii (itmamanah8arhlJogajanyap'1atJJak'8e

i11Jarok
ah" iti Viirtti- 
/.:akilra-N yii.Va- Va18f18tTri1nU8iiri7J.a(b Tcalpayanti-(V t'l:a:ra'T}a, P. 3(5). 
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re!,)ultant knowledge (planlltz), acconhng to the Nyaya-V .ll
e
i- 
kas, is dIrectly levcaled only a
 being inherently lclatcd 
(sarnaveta) with the Self t.hrough Its relatIon wilh lnind; here, 
therefore, the resullant knowledge which is dircaly levealed a& 
the Self vouchsaies tor its dIrectncss a& being illanently prc
cllt 
\(,\amavela) In itself. And this Seli beIng dircctly revcaled 
through sonlC othcr relatIon (almamanah\am)'oga
l) the result- 
ant knowledge lying in It is aho dIrcctly revcaled, but only 
through an in anent relatIon with it. But Udyotakara and hh 
followers hold that this resultant. knowlcdgc ot the object (Pra- 
meyagata pramztz) IS due to an Identicdl relation (tlid1itmyasarn- 
bandhat) establIshed wIth another cognItion which ultimately 
vouchsafes for the directness of the l.nowledge of the object:'''. 
This view of the followers of Udyotakdra lays s
ress upon t.he 
fact that in an act of cognitIon, not only is the re5ultant know- 
ledge as being inherent.ly present. in the SeH cognised, but also 
the knowledge of the object as being identically related with 
another cognition that is born of the contact between the 
sense-organ and the object is directly revealed. Hcnce in lhis 
view there is the direct revelation of the knowledge of the 
object (prame'J'LgaUi pramztt) only when an identical know- 
ledge is born through the contact of the sense-organ with the 
.object due to a relation of identity (t1idatmya'iarnbandlw) 
between the cognition 'A' and the cognition 'E' (d the pa&sage 
of Tat tl.ladzpana; f.n. 86) Thu
 the 1 {'
UJtclll t k.n()wled
c to 
be directly revealed should not only be known to inhere in 
the Self but also to be dircctly cognised through an identi- 
<.al relation between it and a second cognition. This is in 
keeping with the general position of the Nyaya-Vai
e
ika
 who 
admit an anuvyavasaya in every act of primary cognition 
(vyavasaya) which depends for its revelation uEon the former. 
Hence Udyotakara's analysis of the direct revelation of .the 
resultant knowledge (pramztt) rccogniscs the gcneral Nyaya- 
Vaisesika standpoint according to which knowledge is no doubt 
inherent in the Self and hence known to exist in it in an 
inanent relation, but, moreover, has to admit another tcrtiary 
.cognition related with it in an identical relation (tilda! mya) 


".. (.OI....W8fi S(JJilllll!.-t(irf!lPlla tiidtifml/a.-.ambwullui{, 'pr01ll1tillJ}(lt!/tllh 
1 1M uiiJtful am/( pa/y !Jate, tellilparoksyam pram ilent yartltalt-( T ottrad'i Jial/(J.
 
P. 305). 
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for its ultimate direct revelation. These Nyaya-Vaise
ika. 
.theories have been tersely criticised by Padmapada when he 
says-pramatr-pramitt punaraparok
e eva kevalam (Pancapa- 
dzka). Prakasatmayati says that Padmapada's reply is against 
these Nyaya-Vaise
ika theories frol1l the viewpoint of the 
Advaita Vedantist. He says that the Self is never the 
.object of any mental cognition, for it is self-revealed without 
depending on any mental act simultaneously with the revelation 
of the object. The mental act has its justification elsewhere 
than in the revelation of the Self; for by it the mind only 
knows the object and the act becomes an auxiliary to the 
knowing of the object; hence it has nothing to do with the 
revelation of the Self that is itself revealed. Here is the 
keynote to the Advaitist theory of the Self that establishes 
it as a pure subject and never as the object of any other 
auxiliary process. The Self being self-revealed, the object is 
revealed by the mental act, if the mind has at all any status 
and function, but the revelation of the object is in no wise 
responsible for the revelation of the pure subject of cognition, 
for it is independent of any function and process necessary for 
knowing at the object. The object is revealed directly 
by the consciousness of the Self (Pramatrcaitanya) no doubt; 
but it depends for its revelation on some extra-solipsistic 
(entity and its process, viz., the mind or the antalJ,kara1)a 
(according to the Advaitist) and its function or vrtti. The 
'Self, however, does not so depend on any other extraneous 
(entity which attempts to reveal it by consciousness limited, 
as in the case of the external objects. Thus the Advaitist 
,position comes to this that the Self is no doubt revealed by 
a vrtti; but does not on that account beconle other-revealed; 
for revelation by an other implies another limited 
/consciousness that is in essence revelation per se; and the Self 
i!S revelation pe'r see Thus the Advaitist position is as clear 
as day-light that no amount of vrtti or function pertaining to 
-an extra-so1ipsistic entity is at all responsible for the revela- 
tion of the Self that is self-revealed by being in essence one 
with consciousness. The Self, th
refore, being independent of 
any other process or principle extraneous to it is nonetheless 
amenab]e to the empiric mode of directness as when we say 
"'my self", "thy self" etc., as particular conscious centres involv- 
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ing 'the knowledge of the external objcct.s. This partic.ui:lr 
phenomenon in Advaita Vedanta is known as ai)alOh
c;a:l1ya()a- 
harayogyatva or the capability of direct. empiric denotation. 
Hence basing his arguments on the Advaitist standpoiut, 
Prakasat.mayati says that -the Self is not separately revealed. b} 
another process of cognition involving dependence on extra- 
neous entities for being revealed through consdouslle:'
, as 
the external objects which so depend for being revealed by 
consciousness. Hence he <..oncludes that the revclcltion of the 
Self being self-established, there is only an elnpiric. lle<..essity 
for it to be denoted as such when the knowledge of a parti- 
cular object, so to say, is presented to it; in fact, the object 
i.., revealed in the light of the consciousness 01 t.he SeH, but is 
nonet.heless known by the Sclf, which under such empiric. 
necessity, becomes particularised as bcing directly clenoted 
(aparok
avyavaharayogya). Hence there is only an empIric 
denotation of the Self under particular knowledge-situation&, 
but it is on that account never revealed by any other extrane- 
ous cognitive process 87 . 
It will not be improper and out of place to quotc a Frenc.lt 
scholar in Vedanta, Dr. Olivier Lacombe, who in his wonder- 
lul thesis L' Absol'll Selon Ie Vedanta ("The Absolute accord- 
ing to the Vedanta") has made, in a very remarkable manner, 
the following observations. We quote these in origiual to 
which an English translation will be added : 
"La connaissance est transpar(']Z( e a SOZ-JI7{me, COnSlZC]1U' 
zndependamment de toute rejrJreltce a un ob]el ()7J. it 'ltn S'lljel 
et donc sans repli ni dualite tni ernes (Ioc. czl. P. 118). 
"La conscience est donc aussi pleine que l'ctrc est plein.. 
et l'etre est la plenitude meme; la plenitude inlmit'. Mais 
Fetre, nous Ie savons, se de tend et s'apaise dans la pure indeter- 
mination. La connaissance de l'etre aussi bien que la connais
- 
ance en tant qu'etre doit suivre la mcmc loi, pratiqucr 14.1 
me me vertu, quasiJnorale de detachcment dans la ri<.h('ssc" 
(loc. ext. P. 119). 
"Knowledge is transparence "to itself (i.e., self-revelation); 
it. is Consciousness independcnt of all refereu<.e to an object 
87 "'Il}ay(7nllbllfl/ asambandhr7(/rl (l 1'1,'I;aym (Jt/r7fmm
iddllti, (illllf,ni iiitillti 
nfarmh 1}(l'}.lkal1JlIa malloSo'm'ollfllllntirdc(l!..o'lptlnr7.'l/o(J(j{; tm
m(7d 1'i
t1!/(Jf/"((. 
'.maJltm'C7J(itmil]Jarol'
a el.a-(Vil.ara
a, P. 306). 
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or to a subject and hence without either any fold (i.e., stratum) 
or any duality of the internal" (P. 118). 
.'Consciousness is therefore as full (pur'J)a) as Existence, 
and Existence is the same Fullness of Infinity. But as we 
understand, Existence relaxes and appeases (calms) itself down 
in pure indetermination. Knowledge of Existence is as good 
as Knowledge in so far as Existence should follow the same 
law, practise the same virtue-quasi-moral in the richness (i.e., 
Fullness 01 Consciousness)." (P. 119). 
Prakasatmayati now leads a tirade against the Nyaya- 
Vaise
ika theory of the direct revelation of the resultant know- 
ledge (pramttt), either as inanently perceived along with the 
Self or as being identically revealed along with another 
.cognition that vouchsafes for the directness of the objective 
knowledge. He shows the graves dug by the protagonists of 
such theories and lays bare that the Nyaya-Vaise
ikas can never 
logically establish the directness of knowledge. The in anent 
relation of knowledge with the Self that is extraneously related 
to the mind (sarhyuklasamavayat) or the identical relation 
with another knowledge in the objective knowledge seems to 
'iCs'Lablish that the directness of the cognition is due to an 
,objective reference it has to some other cognitive process or 
function. But this being contrary to the psychological theory 
of the Nyaya-VaiSesikas cannot. stand the scrut.iny of logic. 
The cognition .A' depending on the cognition 'B' for direct 
revelation must ne
ds recognise different psychological appa- 
ratuses, i.e., different contacts with the mind (which through 
the sense-organs is related with the object). But this being 
once recognised, when the cognition 'B' arises the cognition 
'A' having disappeared will never be directly revealed. Hence 
stlccessive states of cognition cannot hope to reveal any pre- 
vious moment in the chain; and the cognition 'A' being regar- 
ded as not present at the time of the cognition 'B' will anta- 
gonise itself with the fundamental principle of immediate 
knowledge, i.e., the presence of the object at the time of 
cognition. The simultaneous origination of the two pieces of 
cognition is als() untenable on the own admission of the 
Naiyayikas, for when one cognition arises, the Naiyayikas 
hold, the psychological activity continues for some time involv- 
ing particular modes of the sense-object-contact. Thus they 
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hold that in the fIrst instance there is a priInary a<..tivil y iIi 
the mind (lidau mana.5't knya) aftci whkh there 1:' dh
()<..i,Jli(Jll 
of the mind lrom the previous, cogni'5cd obJcu (hllyalo lJlb. 
hagafJ,); when thib dissociation 01 the 11lind takcb placc, the 
previous, cognised object along with its c..ognltion i& totaU} 
destroyed (vzbh1iglit 1)u'rvasamyogavznliJa
l) &0 thd.t the llU1H.t 
becomes psychologically capable to receive the sensatiOll& of 
the succeeding object; at this stage the 11lind bec..olllcs a&SOd,l- 
ted with the succeeding object (pftivasamyogavtlziHlil uttw- 
asarhyogalJ) as a rcsult p[ which it receives through the scnsc
 
the sensations at the object ot which knowledgc arIses in the 
Self (ulla
a5amyoglil JfidnaJanz
I). This bdllg '
hc ps)chologi- 
cal standpoint of the Naiyayikas who adu1it the origination 
of knowledge ill the Self when thc Blind has pa
scd through 
several modes effecting a contact bet wcen the sellbes and the 
object, it becomes Illogical on thc pari 01 the Nalya
ikas 
to admit the simultancous origination 01 the two pieces of 
knowledge, for the siluplc fact that the succeeding piCtc o[ 
knowledge which is regarded as the guarantor 01 the dircctnc
s 
of the previous one cannot hope to have it simultdllcou.
lr 
along with the origination of itscl£ which being separated IrOlll 
the preceding one b) several moments In point at origination 
will never vouchsafe for the dnec..tness of the Iormer 
i/ll'lll- 
taneously. This logically irreconcilable pO,)ltior.. 01 the 
Naiyayikas is broughl out 1 ul1
 In Akha)J
;Hl.UJd... in hi:-. 
Tattvadl,pana b8 . 'The vICW 01 tilt: Nai)'d}ikas that tht, 
dZ'lectness of the knowledgc at thc object i
 due to an iden- 


88 1Ja f.aj';;rillasama,1fe manasl knllc1 talo -f ibhiif1ah, totallt pfi1I'(lS(llJI,l/O!lfl- 
'1 infj{,ak tala 7lttoJ(lsamyn(J(jtl 7iii'irlajall/ritJ/(JJlt7..{)!.
8anai dfIfJlbeu(J IIfJlw{. 
yam(ilWjUri'lu7nfaJ asamaSf1lnayam rUlllw fll 11Imhuall pii.11"aj r1riJw.8!/i'i /'(l8/.!ul/laflia 
.'
(lmari.Ja8am 'J1fl/'a 11na£.1Jadal.1na!31/atolb 8ahiil'fl81hiJnarJ1Myalfl iti 8a1l1.'.'IW/I 
11/11/ ottuM /.('([a1/r1,1/01-11 i N.l1 tf yaw/'m I a!.-ab!l(ll (' 1/ll b!u;81/a-bIlfiwkrdl(1I n JHI jJflft'r'
I. 
-(lor of P 3(6) ('f aiso 'PaN l'apradipiT.'rl of Cilsukhu. Pp. 
16-17 J. o7r'a-1jf]/([ 'Jf/.ananSflJJ/I/o{ll'1W q!Wff(l/l(b!/I"if iT jmll f,; {.l' nllll't7n II '"!lfl 
'I (]8(IY(J"!.I/rilJl 1anm r ?It({ 8(/]Jl,1jo!ltiJlfwI']/(l nri.d,/alt-m/l{I'l/l1I (/lHi!/arii. ,/11'(111 
l.'lll IJ/ak(71ul. ata/Jii lrmaJ.asl/fl 1',1jfl/ fl8til/wl;l/tI lajlfUt.ll(il/III'//al'asli/!(/10111t r f1 
t/(l/({f((jJatf '1(( //0!lr7t . J.'(u u!W'i/a in'u f.IJmf!I}I( /I'I/,i,l/(' ,'{(1/1l1I I'f III/(i II (/Ii !Iil. (Ii ((t'('(1 
11(' '{. :: 1( x 'to 'Jill d/'Ifi,l/flh f/!ltl{fljlit(I/()((rll//({'WJIIlli/t' JI/(//IfI.
/ kli//lI, {filII 
'1.,h!lfiy((h, fatah 71/77'1 flIWil1110{!W'IiI('i,{u!i, tufo jJitll1tlnffllwllill/wlf'!.'(/, 
/.',qrt 
/(/ 1 do l1/ lH' JI () f jJad/lml/ t( II (1.\1/(/ jl;ti 1I(l1
 (/f( flOro!. iwl (/ I/(! Jlli)' I fl f 1M JItl!!J'(i 11I1/.'of . 
/'fin II /If( /I((ffr' It 
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tical relation established with another cognition (samyukta- 
tadatmyasambandhat) cannot also be accepted for' the simple 
fact that when such a position is accepted, the cognition being 
directly revealed as belonging to the Self, the qualitIes of the 
Self such as its magnitude (parzma'f)a) which is a'f)u or atomic 
according to the Naiyayikas, as well as of the object, such 
as its taste, have to be revealed in that same act of direct 
cognition. To this the Naiyayikas. reply that those qualities. 
being incapable (ayogya) of direct revelation by the posterior 
cognition will not be directly revealed for they are the objects, 
of direct revelation by other cognitions save this saving cogni- 
tion, but the Advaitists reply with equal force that the former 
cognition itself is incapable (ayogya) of direct revelation by any 
further cognition. Herein has been initiated the fundamental 
position of the Advaita theory about the status of knowledge in 
the matter of direct revelation of it (aparok
a"{fyavaharayo- 
gyatva), that is to say, the approach through the idealistic 
interpretation towards the self-evident status of knowledge. 
Prakasatmayati has here uncovered without any ambiguity the 
idealistic standpoint of Advaita Vedanta towards the prob- 
lem of knowledge. Knowledge. according to the standpoint, is 
self-luminous (svaprakasa), that is to say, is directly revealed 
without being subject to any further cognitional function 
(avedya). This Advaitist theory is the basis of Advaitist idea- 
lism, for in it Knowledge and Reality are inseparable, and 
hence Knowledge being equated with Being is not dependent 
on any other means for being directly revealed. (d "La. 
conscience de l'
tre aussi bien que la connaissance en tant 
qu'
tre doit suivre la meme loi"-Dr. Lacombe, loco cit., 
quoted above). Knowledge is the highest principle in Advaita 
metaphysics and hence there is no necessity of any other 
instrumental principle for its being revealed; it is self-lumi- 
nous on its own merit. The Naiyayika position reduces 
knowledge to a resultant product of psychological modes in 
which there are found activities of diverse kinds and degrees 
such as those of the mind, the sense-object-contact and relation 
with the Self. Hence thc Naiyayika is bound to be dragged 
into the enigma that confronts him, viz., how knowledge is 
revealed. He, therefore, tries to solve the enigma by resolving 
knowledge into epistemological division of (known' and (know- 
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ing' whence the known-ness of knowledge beconles an unavoid- 
.able hypothesis. But when knowledge is equated with Reality 
that is known on its own merits without any further process 
or mode 'to reveal itself, it becomes directly revealed without 
being known that it is so; that is to say, knowledge becomes 
a self-luminous principle Independent of any further necessIty 
of knowability like the external object. Hence, in Advaita 
idealism, Knowledge which is denoted as Czl or Cattan
a 
(Consciousness par excellence) has always a self-evident direct- 
ness, as Being or Reality has it. Thus Prakasatmayati expresses 
the Advaitist point of view in the most. unambIguous way when 
h
 says that Knowledge is invariably rcvealed as soon as it 
arises, and hence is not. the object of furthcr epistelnological 
process. Knowledge or Consciousness is unknowable by any 
.other entity and hence is self-luminous; the inert matter is 
not capable to reveal the living spirit of Consciousness and, 
moreover, no other intelligent process is required for its reve- 
lation. Hence it being eternally "free" is outside the orbit of 
revelation by 'other' and within the limits of revelation 011 its 
own merits. This aspect is the cardinal principle of Advaita 
metaphysics, for herein we find that Consciousness or Know- 
ledge is equated with Being or Reality, and one of the indis- 
pensable aspects associated with it is clearly brought out. That 
aspect is the aspect of its unknowability (avedyatva) on whiGh 
hinges the whole philosophy of self-luminosity (wapraldiSatva). 
In fact, self-luminosity pre-supposes as one 01 it5 indhpcnsable 
factors the quality of avedya t va; and hence l)raka
atmayali's 
masterly presentation of this aspect touchc5 the vcry core of 
this Advaita theory. As a matter of fact, he had initialed 
here the faithful presentation of the Advaita theory which ill 
course of centuries passed through enormous dialectic 
details. The vigorous dialectical method enlploycd by 
citsukhacarya (date-Circa 12th-13th Cent. A.D.) in his 
Tattvapradzpzka on the problem of sclf-Iunlinosity of know- 
ledge has taken thIS aspect of unknowability or alledyalr.Ja 
as the most indispensablc factor; in fact. his analysis 
of svaprakasatva as avedyatve satl apa'rok.\avyavah'iirayogyatv(l; 
(though unknowable by any othcr epistemologIcal pro«'ss 
yet capable of empirical usage) is based on the funda- 
mental tbcory of avedyatva. This characteristic of self.lunli- 
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nous knowledge has been expressed by Prakasatnlayati by the 
logIcal argument as follows : Consciousness or Knowledge, 
whenever it exists, is never the negatIve receptacle of revela- 
tion; hence it is not known by any other knowledge Sq . But 
AkhaJ)9-ananda in his Tattvadipana dearly brings out the 
syllogIstic .form and show
 that the inference drawn by his 
predecessor is not vitiated by any fallacy. Thus he shows that 
.the 11lferenc.e put in the 
yllogistlc fonn would 
tand as 
!ollows: Consciousness or Knowledge 1
 not to be known by any 
other kowledge.. ior wbenever it exists.. it js never the negative 
receptade at revelatIon; whatcver ]8 not such; e.g.. absence of 
negative rec.eptacle (i.e... whatever h the negatne receptacle 
01 revelation whenever there i& exi1>tence) is not such" 
c.g.. prescnce 01 not-known-ness (i.e... is not not-known 
by any other knowledge).. a
 for example, the jar 90 . 
Ifere AkhaI?-cJananda shows that the inference ot his predecessor 
nlust be a purely negative one (kevalavyatzrekz), for here the 
only c.ase 01 the c.onc.omitan<..e ot the probandum and the pro- 
bans can be lound in that of an'llblwva or con-,ciousness, and 
nowhere else; thus there being no other pObitive case of con- 
£oluitance, the only c.ourse leit lo validate t.he Inlerence is 
to &how that the negative example proves ....he negative of 
Lonc01nitance between the probandum and the probans, and 
thus to c..ondude that the tonCOlnl'Lance between them is not 
fallacious. Still, the doubt lnay lingcr in the Jnind of ih.e 
opponent as to the existente 01 any unreal elelnent in th
 
probans. HelKc Akha1).dananda says that this pos
ible doubt 
<..£1n be expugned by bhowing that if in the probans there is 
no pO,)
IbI1ity of Q/)zddhz or unrealit.y, the probans will be 
perfec: ..lnd hence there will be no bar to prove the presence 
of the probandUJu with which It has a <..onco111itance. Thus 
.the possIble unrcal clement (uszddhz) in the probans IS with 
;regard to non-revelation even in the case of existence, thus 
rcndering the probans a doubtful one. Such cases of an un- 
real probans is known as svarupa.)zddha hel'll (or unreality as 


8
 U1tulJ!tw flS'lJ1l r a '.II asatfc7yulh 'l)tu!..(j
aL'yatl/eNi.daJban{jcca 1iWniinta- 
Jfiqa.1l/?/flt{jsiadlHli--(V
1 wa7}a, P 306). 
1/11 anubllal n!,- na )iiiint1ntm agamyak Husattt1y{iJlb praiciisavyat."rekavi_ 
dlwrafliif, na !Jade1 all/-, na tade'1..arh, :}atlzil ghata 1.tyarthak-(Tatt1,a- 
d'ipalla, P. 306) 
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to the very nature of the probans being related with the 
minor or pak
a) ; sva-rupastddha or unrcal in 
tsclf is lhat t}pe 
oC reason which does not eXist in the 
ubje<.t and thcrcfore 
cannot afford the basis for any leasoning, a., III the proposition,. 
'the lake is a &ubstance bcc.ause it ha& smoke'. "UllrcdLity 
attributed to the middle vitiates the whole syS'LCln of inferen- 
tial argument. It affects thc &Ubjecl, and the relation of the 
middle term to the subject and thc relatIOn 01 the lnlddle and 
the major terms" (Post-Sanha1'a Dlaleclzn by Dr. A. Sastri,. 
P. 63). But Akhandananda shows that this apprehended unrea- 
lity on the probans cannot stay, for if it be a<.ccpted a& true,., 
there will be doubts ctc., even whcn onc has the knowledge 
ot an object; for his knowledge being unrevealed (possibly), 
hc will not be able to <.onfu'nl his actual Lognition eVen when 
it is born. But that will be going against the most fundamen- 
tal epistemological [acts and hence the pos
ible unrealily in 
the probans cannot be accepted. Even then the difficulty 
remains as to the status of pleasure (s1lkha), pain (dubkha) 
etc, which also are never non-revcaled whenever they ..lfl&e; 
thus they too will turn out to be ot the SdlUC "latus (lS Cons- 
ciousness or Knowledge which on the basis of thIS principle 
has been established as self-luminous. But pleasure,. pain etc., 
being qualities of the inert antahka1'ana or mind, according to 
the Advaitists, cannot bc equated with knowledgc In the 
domain of self-luminosity. This problenl has been posed by 
Akhandananda, but he seem
 to have by-passed it by throwing 
an apparent solution to it. He has shown that thcsc qualities 
being of the nature of anublzava arc includcd in Il and hencc 
there is no difficulty in reconciling that they arc at piece with 
flnubhava. Wh..lt he seems to 
uggest is thal plea
llr(', pain 
etc., are always known to exist and therefore nevcr scv(,'rclhlc 
from knowledge; they arc qualitics of whkh kllowlcdg-e arises. 
whenever they arise. This is the pcculiarity of these quali- 
ties which, though belonging to incrt Dlaterial world, are- 
different from other objects, as such objccts arc not c:;uch as 
ncc.cssarily entailing knowlcdgC' of thcir existcnce. Still the: 
answer of Akha'Q
Hinanda i
 not thc {mal S,l1' in the .\d\'aitiCrt 
conception of seIf-IumillO
il}. Pleasure." pain ('{e., being: 
always n.:vc,lIcd whcllcvcr 111e\ ('\':i
{ arc not rc\cal(xl on Iheir 
mcn 1i1t:ul 
 hut h) a kl10n lcdg'c-pro( css: hen( (' ,w(lsalla
'lilil 
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prakaSavyatz'rekadarSanam, though apparently relevant in thdr 
case, is not finally so, for there IS not only no absence of reve- 
lation but also no absence of revealed-ness (by knowledge); 
revelation (p;al?,aSa
z) and revealedness (pJ'akiiSyatvam) are the 
distinguishing nlarks of sel£-luminou& knowledge and other- 
lumInous qualities like pleasure, pain etc. This is the true 
answer to the problem posed by Akha:Qdananda as regards 
pleasure, pain etc., from the Advaitist point of view!)l. 
Prakasatmayati next examines the BhaHa theory ot self. 
lUluinosity which according to them resides in the known-ness 
(Jnatata) adhering to the object (vz
ayanz
{ hii) and not in know- 
ledge which is only inferred (anumeya) {rom such a quality of 
the object. 'I"his Bhana-theory tries to prove, as against the 
Prabhakara-view, that knowledge or Consciousness (sarhvzt) is 
not self-luminous, but only a qualIty known as Jiialata residing 
in the object that in every pIece of. knowledge is self-luminous 
and from it the knowledge (riiana) is inferred. This belf- 
luminous quality makes knowledge (]nlina) to be inferred 
in the Self and therefore knowledge as a product adhering 
to the Self is sought to be establIshed by the Bha
tas by 
the inferential proof. Now Prakasatmayati challenges this, 
Bhaga-theory to show that knowledge as sought to be inferred 
by it frOll1 the qualitv of known-ness (jftafata) is impossible to 
originate, for 11 known-ness is shown 1.0 be present in the ooj
tt 
as is done by the Bha
tas, it will never make any knowledge to 
be inferred in the Self. Ii any activity of the Self is regarded 
as making such knowledge (of the object) possible, then the 
reply from the Advaitist point of view is that this activit.y is 
either of the nature of a modulation (Panspanda) or of the 
nature of a t.ransformation (parinama) both of which are un- 
tenable in the Self. The first alternative (lnodulation) is 
impossible, for the Self according to this School being all-per- 
vasive, cannot have any modulation or vibration as in an exter- 
nal instrumental cause, such as the axe (which can be wielded 
to produce an effect). Thc second alternative (transformation) 
also is untenable, for to accept it is to contradict the Bl).a:ga- 


'II (/d,//(>II(( ('akiiu'1/a bef I as Illdfli,lJ wtltlllf1w I I 81 aiHlttillfiim praldi{,a- 
'11,l/ll{l1il.lafl p IIJ1ii;<'(fl/{;Jn SQ1Iftl'l/l;(h "1Jildttyarlhan dl'itilje'lla raka?e}1(l 
8'll!.:luldt
1l <
{7dli amill/l; / 1 {fl
Q'i/1. rim 111 r([f
!latl 8uklz,ad'infi.mapi jfirintit- 
ma1..a( /'(> Jill 7J(J/, s{ill lru Mui/ tidd IJfll tlllll,-('F afil'odlpOl1a, Pp. 306-307) 
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'position. If any transformation of the Self is held to be 'the 
knowledge of the object l then knowledge being a trans tanned 
..effect must be co-extensive with its material cause l as the jar is 
,<-o-extensive with day. But to accept this is to nlake know- 
ledge originate in the Self independent 01 any known-ness 
,adhering to the object, as is 
upposed by the Bhagas. '1 'he 
Bhat
as may try to defend their position by saying that althoug-h 
it is admitted that a transformation of the SelL with regard to 
an objectless (akarmapa1t
zama1)hala) knowledge-situation nlay 
very well Inake the trans[orlnGltiou (whkh is knowledge) co- 
extensive with the Self yet in the Cd
e o.f a definite objective 
(sakar maka-krly1i-phala) knowledge, the trausfonndtion as the 
result of a defInite Inental attion (k
 zyli) Inust generate some 
uniqueness (atzsaya) in the object and henc.e it nlust be 
admitted that the transiormalion (knowledge produced by a 
mental aClion) in respect of a definite object adheres to the 
.definite object and not to the SeI[92. rrhis InodifIcation of 
the Bhanas seems to suggest that in knowledge where there 
is a definite objective content, the mental act generd-ting SOllle 
kind of transformation of the Self makes the obJea the seat 
,of that transformation, that is to say, a quality known as 
known-ness which adhere'i to the object is self-luminous and 
knowledge as involving a subject-object reference is deduced 
or inferred from it in the Self. Thus though the Self knows 
the object l it knows it through a transforming psychosis whkh 
being purely objective in content in so far as it concerns only 
the quality of known-ness adhering to the objeLt and not to 
the knowledge as such) makes knowledge a deduc.ed ph<:uo- 
menon. In every piece of objective reference BhaHas admit this 
se1f
luminosity of known
ness adhering to the objec.t; but 
what they seem to mean by an "objectless knowledge
situation" 
(akarmakapari1;lamaphala) perhaps refers to the Self's innate 
cognitions that are born out of pure sarhsk1i1as) su<h as a. ju
t- 
born baby's knowledge of tastes. Prakasatmayati criticises thie; 
modified .Bhatta-position when he points out that cvcn if the 
.Bhattas thus try to prove jii1itata (known-ness) in the ()bject. 1 
t11ey make either the object itself as conscious or the Self as 


II:: a!..(lJ J)Ul.!..'(1PaJ iljIZmaphala.'i'!la pan7uimf8mntlniidhil.'ara'l)at/'f"'jJi 8al.'arma- 
/ aI..1'/!/(7plw( as/fU l'i
aya'JI i.'if.hat l'alJ
 '..n !/(;yii?" i"armalJllati8ayajanaru18/'(1._ 
!jfI({/'I/rU-('1'attl adlpano l P. 307). 
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not necessarily conscious. Now these two alternalives dre fatal 
to the empIrical universe of knowledge and hence the Bha:gas 
cannot propound any of these. If it is held by the Bha
tas that 
to be the seat of conSCIousness is to be conscious, then the 
object on their own showing being such will turn out to be 
a consCIOUS entity. 1£ the Bhatlas to save themselves IrOIn 
this awkward hypothesis say that to be conscious is not merely 
to be the scat of consciousness, but to be the seat of the 
gcneration 01 consciousness, tho1 sense-organs and the mind 
also will equally become con
cious as the generator or cons- 
ciousness; if, however, to make the Self only as necessardy 
conscious, it is held by the Bha;
as that the known-ness adher- 
ing to the objcct makes the Self con:)cious as it alone is cap,lbJ
 
of generating the necessarily transforming action (jfiana) for 
the origin 01 consciousncss (which capacity is excluded from the 
other unconscious instruments 01 knowledge, such as, the 
Inind and the senses), matters do not improve; for in thai case, 
there will be no adequate ground for a :!lecessary relation bet- 
wcen the subject and the object. The objcct is the object of 
an act adhenng to the Self and i1 in a k.nowledge-situation, the 
object prc-supposes a known-ness adhcring to it, it will not 
ncccssarily Inake the au of the Self which rcveals the object a 
szne qua non; nor will there be any inference of knowledge 
possible in thc Self, for the act of transformation and the 
object of transformation are co-extensive in this supposition. 
That is to say. the aCL of transformation which is responsible 
{or k.nowledge or anubhava having its aim fulfilled in the 
object which i51 the seat of known-ness or Jnalata will never 
call in any separatc knowledge as being present in the Self, 
which phenomenon is sought to be inferentially proved by the 
Bh;Ittas. These logical and epistenlological anomalies in the 
Bhaqa School have been very cogently brought out by 
AkhaI:ldananda in his Tallvadzpana. 93 Hence Praka
atmayati 
concludes that in the Bhatta-theory Lhere is no roon1 left for 
the direLtl1ess or either consdousness (samvzt) or the Self (Alma) 


91 l.in/, 8a'lf///.,ldii.srayat'IJam cetanat'iap1'a!JOJal.:am? uta taiJanana- 
'1,1/011';1(1/ urtl am 'I ridy(' '1 
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d I 
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by way of an objettivc <..ontcnt in knowledge: (Ia
mad 
dvayorna Iwrmataya'parok\ata-VLVaH.l
ta, P. 307). 
To this awkward tOlldu
ion into which the Bha

<l
 alC 
placed, it is very difficult logitally for lhull to establish 
the directness of consciousnes
. Their cpi
lenlOlogi(al po
i- 
tIOn betomes inadequate '1.0 explain, .J.S they thclll
clves lry Lo 
do, how the Self as well as Consdou
Iless are cb.re<.. lly revc.tIed; 
for, direclness, a<..<..ording to thClll, L(nnes to lhc
c two ouly 
by an objectivc re£erente (kaJ mat aya) III a kllO\vlcdgc situa- 
tion. When it IS proved that this 'objective rdercll<..e' nlakes 
it iniposssible to establish a dirc(.t relation between the Self. 
(knower) and the knowledge, either by Inak. 1 ng the Self 110t 
necessarIly (.on
cious or by falling to cftc<..t any justIfIable rela- 
tIon In it, except lhe selt-estabhshed quality of conSCIOusness 
adhering to the object, then either the Self is never direaly 
revealed or thc cons(.iousness having Its locus in it is never 
required to be directly revealed; now both these hypothescs 
will go against the common epislenlOlogkal expericnces, nay, 
will even make all knowledge a myth and a lllIrage. Can the 
Bha
tas succumb t.o these devils ? 
Herein, therefore, Prabhakaras come forward with a word 
-of explanation of the epistemological problems. The Prabha- 
karas try to establish that al least one of the factors in dz reel 
1evelatzon is self-luminous. By relegating the Self to the (',It ('- 
gory of the knowable.. they show that (.on
ciousncss as the 
ground in all such acts is independent 01 any objective refer- 
ence, and is self-revealed. Pyamitz" or anubhavtl; as they call 
it, is the resultant consciousness which is always the ba( kground 
of direct revelation of the subject and the objc( t. In an act 
,of direct cognition, the subject object and cognition are 
revealed (I1tpuliPratyaksa of the Prabhakaras), hut (onsdous- 

ess (which they designate as sarhvit., Inore cohercntly speaking') 
IS always self-ilJumined ; the subject is the subs/raltun of know- 
Jedge and the object is tbe field of knowledge; 1..1lowlcdg-c it!)clf 


h-rliJu,afl'U1/l, fll'f'iiJlliS.I!f}j)alabdl, , a1J1 fad, all 1I1fl!/l'flam I u],/OlntfYflff'li/ft 
,'II aI/aIm ld d..,.li/fil. armat Nlm .,.i8aJJa'
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f lwi /'(1 
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is self-illunlined. Thus the Prabhakaras try to establish the 
self-luminosity of consciousness which they desIgnate as 
sathvzt" but all the same rnake a distIllction between it as 
pranutz or anubhava and knowledge as jJram1i
2a. They hold 
that samvzt or Gonsciousness being the background at all our 
epistcIllological purposes, it is sclt-luminous unlIke the sub- 
Jecl and object of knowledge; still, our epistcmological 
demands are not fully Illet for the fact th,H consciousncss 
cannot arise of itself under partkular situations when the .lid 
of some instruments nlust be called in. These eplstell1ologi- 
cal instruments they designate as pranza
2a or means of 
knowledge which are generated by the activity of the subject. 
Thus the Prabh3:karas recognise the inslrulnentality of some 
channels for the revelation ot consciousness and these being 
the four-fold relation subsistIng between the outer and the 
inner world (catu
fi(ayasannzka'f5a) are what is required of the 
subject for the revelation of consciousness under partic.ular 
6ituatIons. This tour-fold relation is amongst the object 
(artha), sense-organ (zndrzya), Illrnd (rnanas) and Self (Atman). 
This subjective actIvity (P1 amatrvyapa:ra) as responsible for 
the revelation ot consciousness, is, however, an episLenl0- 
logical desideratum in so far as it is the channel ot 
.consciousness, whose revelation is the rEsult for all 
,epistemological purposes. Hence the Plabhakaras make 
a distinction between pramar:zaPhala or the end or result 
in an epistemological situation which is consciousness 
(pramzli or anubhava; but more coherently speakIng, samvzt) 
and the means which is the four-fold relation (catu
tayasannz- 
kar
a known as pramar:za). While the former is self-illumin- 
,ed, the latter is always inferred (anumeya) from the resultant 
knowledge and hence is an inferred cognitive process. This 
prama'IJa or inferred cognitive process is not self-illumined, 
but is a posteriori postulated in a knowledge-situation. Thus 
while the Prabhakaras make samvit as the final self-luminous 
consciousness, they also keep room for the inferability of the 
particular cognitive processes that partake of the resultant 
knowledge. The Prabhakaras here enunciate a theory as 
opposed to the Buddhist theory of the Y ogacara School which 
recognises that it is one consciousness that is the instrument 
(vyapara) and the resultant (phala) in all epistemological 



160 


A Crzt'lque on the V'lvarana Scho'ol 


situation. They hold that the momentary bi t of c.on.scious- 
ness (k
a1J'lkav'lJ1iana) is transformed into the obJec.tive tonu 
which is not extraneous something, but a mode of the inner 
consciousness which takes up the objective huc. Thus one 
and the same consciousness is known as both 1ilayavLJnana or 
the subjective consciousness as well as 1JravrltivzJiiana or the 
objective consciousness and is known differently under 
different universes of discourse. Hence tbe Yogacara's prama
za 
and pram'ltz are but the two aspects of the SaIne phenOlncnon 
of consciousness. Thus it is sa1'hvedana which is 1)ram1J.
7a 
when it refers to an objective world which is the universe- of 
discourse in a knowlede-situation, that is to say, when by an 
activity (v)'apara) the objective world is known as. a transfor- 
mation of consciousness. Again, it is pram'lti when it refers to 
the subjective world of consciousness on which the hue of the 
former world is' seen to be existent. Thus there is but one prin- 
ciple to work through the subjective world of "knowing" and 
the objective world of "known", and not two principles which 
are admitted by the Prabhakaras to explain the episleillologi- 
cal phenomenon of the direct revelation of consciousness 
(sarhvzt). But Prabhakaras reduce this solipsistic interpre- 
tation to the charge of the presence of the objective distinction. 
of the two kinds of revelation-one of consciousness (smhv'lt 
or pramiti or pram1i
zaphala) which is directly selL-luminous 
and the other of the means of knowledge (j)'ramli
la or pramiilr- 
vyapara) which is always inferred from the resultant knowledge. 
They show that the object is revealed as an object of conscious- 
ness through the cognitive activit) of the subject (which has 
been proved to be always inferred from the resultant knowledge) 
and thus knowledge always implies that it has an objccl on 
which the subjective cognitional apparatus works; but not so 
with the subject or Self itself. For, the Prabhakaras show 
that the Self is never the object of any cognitive activity, but 
is revealed in an act of cognitive activity which reveals the 
object. This revelation of 'the Self, according tOo the Prabha- 
karas, is therefore not like the objective revelation of the outer 
world, nor like the self-luminous revelation of consciousness 
(sarhvit) but an "automatic revelation"
 so to say, whenever 
any cognitive activity has an obicct to reveal. Thus both in 
the rcsultant k.nowledge as well as the cognitive activity, the 
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Self is never objeclihed by any cognitive activit}, but, though 
not self-luminous, is always "suggested" as being revealed 94 . 
The posi don of the Prabhakaras will be more clear if we 
examine the nature of the Self as advocated by them and the 
direct revelation o[ this Self will be morc intelligible. The 
Prabhakaras advocate that Self is the substratum of knowledge, 
for in an act of cognition it is revealed as never the object but 
as the subject. This subjective revelation makes it dear that 
the Self is revealed in a direct act of cognition as, the n1ere 
locus (asraya) of knowledge, in which act the object is revealed 
as the "known" entity and hence as the "objective" entity, and 
knowledge, speaking broadly in term of samvzl J is revealed 
self-luminously. Thus the Self, in Prabhakara's contention is 
never "objecthely" known but always becomes revealed by 
something of an "automatic suggestion" in ever} act of cogni- 
tion Knowledge itself i& self-revealed or self-luminous and 
the Self is revealed as the subject of thaL knowledge. Hence 
to identify the Self with Consciousness (sai1zvl/) or wilh oblC(l 
(vz
aya) is logically incOlnpatible; it has a peculiaT status in 
the epistemological world. The distinction in the epistemo- 
logical world obtaining between the Self and the object is well 
brought out by Akhal
<;lananda in his Tattvadzpana where he 
says that the object is always with reference to the knowledge 
of which it is the object, whereas the Self as subjcct has not to 
wait for a reference to any knowledge of which it is the object, 
for it is directly revealed in knowledge whenever the objective 
reference of knowledge is known <),3 
Against this Prabhakara view the Bhattas hold a very 
different and unique view of the Self. They say that which- 
ever is directly revealed is known as the object of knowledge: 
outside reference to the objective character in a knowledge- 
situation, there is nothing a
 revealed. Thus even conscious- 
ness according to the Bhattas i'i never self-luminous but is 


\14 pramltlrarmblla'l.1alp 8/ ayamprakilsali- 'lJramii1}ujJAa{am, tadba{cnetarat 
tpra/.'r7sat(>. pramli!/w1l, tu 7J1armtlTI'l/rJptirah phalaliJl{fo nityamlmeyal}, tatul 
-'aliamhlam 1((1/((01/' ifi lJ7anuifuT}'J/t(na1/f((pl1ra?1 k(l'J'ma1'l:
a?lah, 'luUma- 
'I. is {Io lJol1 , {ifm{i tu IlfJalft711ubTilll ((dP1'U 'J1irmtfat 'alw1Jl1,ti' 'plwlr> 'I. i
ti!le ('ami- 
8o'l1dMyatp-(Pa'l/('apr(cklai, P. 308). 
115 anlitm akarm akfinu bha1)fi8rayat1)enatn
avyt1plirasambhave 'Prtl/ ag j'lliina- 
kalpanli na 1/uktetyaha--netyaheti-(Tattvadipana, P. &(9). 
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"known" With reierence to the cognisedness (Jfianatli) adher- 
ing to the object. Hence their epistemological 
'land is quite 
different {rom that of the prabhakaras who hold that in a direct 
act of cognition, at least consciousne
s is self-luminous and the 
Self is revealed as the substrate of knowledge. Thus there is 
enough scope for 'the Pdibhakaras to hold that in an act of 
cognition there is no hard and fast rule to hold that everything 
should be revealed as the "object" of cognition. But the 
Bhagas controvert this view by the logical argument that 
nothing is revealed without being known to be thc object of 
cognition; thus they adnlit a concomitance bctween 'revela- 
tion' and 'objectivity' of anything that is revealed in cognition. 
Hence in their view, the Self also must be regarded as the 
4'object" of a cognition and ne-ver without any reference to 
this objetivity can it be revealed. But the Bha
tas by such an 
admission are involved Into a very intricate logical and epis- 
temological fallacy; for, the Self being "known" as an "object" 
in a cognition, it becomes difficult for the Bh 5 ttas to maintain 
the "subjectivity" of the Self in the sanle act o[ cognition. 
The object is the principal element in cognition, that is 'Lo say, 
it is that which is directly referred to in knowledge; the object 
is the object of knowledge and in knowledge, therefore, the 
.objective reference is a sine qua non in so far as it is known. 
The subject, however, is the sccondar> c1e-nlCnt in a knowledge- 
situation, for it is leferred to as the possessor of knowledge 
when the objective element in knowledge has been fir&t estdb. 
lished, and hence the sublC( t becomc'.; the term of rder
nce 
-afterwards. It is the universal rule not only in the epistcmo- 
logical sphere but also in every conativc and a(tive spherc of 
reference. The VaiyakaraI).as (gralllmarians) lay down this 
universal rule about the subject and the object. The subject 
is secondary (gur}abhuta) because it is the substrate or the locus 
of action (kriya); it is not thc first term of referencc in any 
action, though it is always the substrate of action. Its action 
przmarily refers to the object which is sought to be acted upon 
by the action belonging to the subject; hence the object is 
always the primary (Pradhana) term of refcrcnce in any action 
which seeks to infuse into thc objcct the meaning of action. 
Hence judging from this universal rule 1 the Prabha:karas are 
"'.ell justified to charge the Bhattas on their hypothesis 
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that the Self is both the f:Jubject and object in an act of cogni- 
tion. This wilful bifurcation of the Self entails the logical 
inconsistency from the \iewpoint ot the cogent law of the 
diversified status of the subject and the object In an action. 
Here Praka
atmayati from the viewpoint of the Prabhakaras 
brings out thi
 inconsistency against the Bhagas 9G . But the 
Bhattas reply to this apparent inconsistency by showing that 
there is no logical defect in their view of the Self which is 
both of the nature of inertia and consciousness (jaQ,4bodhat, 
maka Atma) The BhaLtas say that->the Self is of the nature of 
both an inert and conscious principle
 that is to say, contains the 
preponderating qualities of inertia and consciousness under 
particular circumstances. Hence the same Self is conscious 
(bodha) of itself as the inert (laq,a) entity being known as the 
object. This two..fold conception of the Self according to the 
Bhattas is not logically or epistemologically untenable, for a
 
they say, the Self is not only conscious, but also conscious 
that it is conscious as an object of consciousness, though not 
always necessarily simultaneous with the object. This cogni- 
tion of the Sell as the conscious elelnent in knowledge cannot 
be overlooked, for it is quite true
 logically and epistemo- 
logically, that the Self is known in an act of cognition. Thus 
the analysis of the Bhattas regarding the nature of the Self 
takes note of, at least as they clainl, the fact of the cognition 
of the Self as an object of thought. "According to 
Kumarila," as Dr. Radhakrishnan puts it, "the self is not 
manifested in every cognitive act. The object-consciousness is 
not always appropriated by the self. to '*' 
 '*' »I: :II: While the self 
is not manifested as the subject or the object of the object- 
consciousness (msayavztlt) sometimes there occurs along with 
the object-consciousness another distinct consciousness, viz., 
self-consciousne:::s (ahampratyaya), of which the self is the object." 
(Indzan PhilosoPhy, Vol. II., P 411). The objectivity of the 
Self becomes clear wi th reference to the unconscious or inert 
(jada) element in it and the conscious (bodhatmaka) element 
in it plays the role of the subject of consciousness, or rather, 
self-consciousness. It is 
ignificant to observe here the subtle 


96 tatra lcataa'11Lekasyam hriyayamekasYf.l.i-L.a l.:artrt'l:ena lt
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diff9rencc between the Self partICipatIng in ()biCtt-c.ons(iou
. 
ness and in sell-consciousncss. Prclbhi:ikara would hold 'th,tt 
every ,act of object-consciousness IS dt the santc Lime sclt- 
con
ciousness; there is alwa)s the nlpll[ipta'yah
a or pcrcep- 
tion of thc t.riad, viz., 'the sub jec.t, the object. and the cognition. 
Hence when in an act of cognition ihc triad is simultancously 
revealed, the Self a's the uncon.scZ01l.' sub..,t.ratc ot cognhion 
is. revealed along with the object which is thc k'1lo.wn c1cnlenL 
Thus Prabhakara's self-consciousness is not a phcnomcnon of 
a different moment than o
ect-consc.iousncss. But Kumarila, 
out of the empIrical experiences, makes a logical distinction 
between the two; and hence his epIstell1ologic.al pre
entation 
of the "objectivity.' of the Self stands to reason. He &uggests. 
that object-consciousness does not necessarily imply szmulla- 
neously self-consciousness for thesc are of different moments, 
of experience. Hence whcn the Self is conscious of an objecl, 
it is not necessanly conscious of itsclf, though on reflettlOn, 
it be(omc
 scl[-consciou
 In thi') po
tCl ior IllOUIC11 1 of ib 
COl1SClOUSnes the Self of Kunlarila i
 an ob jCd-all objc( t 
of mcnt.al pcrccption (manasapralyak\a). I-Icncc to know 
onc'& Self in an act of cognition, one has to "objcc.lit)'. it in 
self-con 
ciousne
s. 
Padmap:ida, Prakd:
atma)ati and Akhan
lanal1da havc well 
brought out thc
c thcorics of. lhe Bh£ltl.l
 in ord<.T to exposc 
them only to the further in, c
tigation
 oL he 1)rd0h
lk<li'<L". '" 
Thus we find that the Bha
ta conccption
 of the Selt and 
cognition have not been well received by the Prd:bhJ:kal (110) and 
hence Padmapada and his followers arc preparing the ground 
for the Prdbha:kara theoric<3 to be exprc'oscd more fully but 
only ill ordcr to be met with from thc Advaitilil point o( view. 
This ta
k thereforc is a 'J.echauff(; of the Prd:hhdkara stand to 
be cri:.icised from the .Advaitisl vicwpoint Now, the tnain 


117 laMlI71hb((J (hal '/llf Ii 1)11 f I f'lufflJl{(IIn.h. J))'(JI/If'IIa.ft 0111 /,/,;11/, (1)/(1 j'rt/llu7- 
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Ii flhu lilUl m n1ti tas 111(7(/ /([ am flJI If/will Ii jJall In WII (' IJI;,il.
ll.'j !lN1wi" i"i pat Nif , 
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.objection to. the Bbaga theor) of the Self from 
rabhakara's 
point of view h that the Self conceived in its two-fold aspect 
entails a great logical inconsistency" and hence such a Self 
cannot be conceived at all. The Prabhakaras point out that 
the inert or uncoll£cious aspect (d'rauyatmakat1i) of the Self, as 
conceived by 'the Bhagas, cannot be legarded as the Self in. 
its conscious a
pect (bodh1itmakat1i), for the former aspect is 
COlnmon to both the Self and the not-self; hence it cannm be 
said to be the special characteristk of the Self. Then what 
remains to be called the true aspect of the Self is consciousness 
(bodha), but this consciousness being a principle which does 
not admit of any parts, it becomes difficult for the 
Bhanas to maintain that it should be transformed into the 

ubjective as well as the objective aspects, as is held by the 
Bhagas. This bec.Olnes therefore a real problem for the 
Bhagas to hold consistently which of the aspects of the Self 
should be regarded as the real basis of it as both the subject 
,and the object. Anyone of the two aspects being unable 
to show the BhJqa position a tenable one" the BhJ:ga is forced 
to leave this illogical conception of the Self. Hence Padma- 
pada has concluded that this bifurcation of the 
el£ irOln the 
Bhaga point o[ view is challenged by the Prabhakara on the 
ground that the Seli, conslbtentl y speaking, cannot have any 
palt or aspect (anamSatv1it-Paiicapadzka, P. 309); hence the 
Selt in the Bhana theory should be 1 egarded as non-transform- 
ing (apa1ttzamltvlit-Ibzd) to all intents and purposes to be 
conceived in the way the Bhaga conceives it to be. The 
Prabhakara ad"an(es the algulnent against the .Bba
ta as to 
the 'objectivity' of the Self as the latter takes it to be possessed 
of. The former argues that the conscious aspect (bodhatmaka) 
.of the Selt has to be adInitLed to be the object of knowledge by 
the Bhaga, for if he does not so admit, his own thesis suffers 
from inconsistency. The Bhana regards the Self as both the 
Eubject and object in cogmtion, as has been indicated before. 
The objective element in the Self is due to the unconscious 
(ja4a) aspect 01 it that is c.bjectively known by the conscious 
(bodha) element. The Self, however, is ,self-perceived in its 
entirety, for the n1cntal perception (manasapratyak.fia) of the 
Self reveals itself as the object. Hence though the Sdf is not 
£elf-lulninous, 111 kn'ows ztself through the mental perception 
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that being a separate phenomenon objectihc& the Sell 111 that 
perception. Renc.c self-consciousness, ac<.ording to the BhdHa
 
is due to a separate InOlllent of IntuItion t h.:lL helps the Sell to 
perceive itselt. Thi
 is possible due to the eleillent o[ con- 
sciousness (bodha) inhering in it, for the Bhana does not seek 
to stultify the Self as a lnere unconscious enlIty (Jacjapadlitlha) 
like his counter-part, the Prabhakara. The mental intuition 
of the Self makes its own nature shIne forth in the conscious
 
ness of the 'I'-the conscious'!, objectifying the unconscious 
'I'-hut the '1'-consciousness IS independent of being known 
by any cognizer. The mental intuition only helps this '1'- 
consciousness to be revealed In the Bhana view. .'Kumarila, 
however;" as Dr. S. N. Dasgupta puts il, "thinks that the soul 
which is distinct from the body is perceived by a mental per- 
ception (m1inasa p1.atyak
a) as the substratum of the notion 
of'!, or in other words, the self perceives itself by mental per- 
ception, and the perception ot its own nature shines forth 
in consciousness as the '1'." (HlJlory of Indwn Phzlosophy- 
Vol. 1. P. 400). Again, as he says, "The self iEo no doubt 
known as the substratum of'!, but the knowledge ot this self 
does not reve
l itself necessarily with the cognition of objects
 
nor does the self show itself as the knower of all knowledge 
of objects but the self is apprehended by a separate mental 
intuitIon which we represent as the '1'. The self does not 
reveal itself as the knower but as an obJcct of a separate intui- 
tive process of the mind. This is indeed difieret!t frOllt 
Prabhakara's analysis." (Ibzd; P. 101). Thus the conscious part 
of the Self, according to the BhdHa, Juu')t needs know itself 
as "consciousness as the '1," or in other words, the mental 
intuition must needs reveal the Self to itseU and to nothing 
else (cf. svasa1hvedya
l sa bhavali-sabarabhasya). Hence 
when Prakasatmayati by way ot analysillg the charge of the 
Pr:ibh:ikara against the Bha
ta says that if the Bhaga does nol 
admit that the conscious aspe<.t (bodhal maka) of the Self should 
know itself as an "object" in cognition (at least, in the Ineuta.l 
intuition), he commits a very great inc.onsistcllCY, for his Self 
would not then ,becomc svayarhpraklUa and .
a1h"(lzd1iJ1aya. 
Now, the sophisticated logician might very naturally object to 
Prakasatmayati's unphilosophic. usage of lhe term svayarh- 
1 Jr ak1iJa with regard to the Self of the Bhli{[a; for, in no 
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School of Mlmama is the Self regarded as $v(!,
amP.rGkasa 
(self-luminous). This rather loose usage of language is jarr- 
ing to a strictly logical ear, but judging from our analysis above 
regarding the nature of the Self according to the Bhat
a- 
theory, it can be said without any fear of being contradicted 
that here svayamprakasatva of the Self does refer to the 
svasamvedyatva of it, as the Bha:gas regard it to possess. 
The Prabhakara therefore advances the horns of the dilemma 
to his counterpart, viz., the Bhaga, that if the conscious aspect 
of the Self be not the object (vi
aya) in cognition, its cons- 
ciousness is called in question; for, its self-cognition (svasam- 
vedyatva) cannot be established if it fails to be the object of 
such self-cognition, and also its conscious character (sathvida- 
srayatva) as the "knower" or "cognizer" of self-cognition is 
also jeopardised; on the other hand, if it is admitted as an 
"object" its conscious character cannot also be established, for 
the prameya or the objective element belongs to the realm of 
the not-self as the unconscious entity per se. Thus the Bhaga 
is caught between the two horns even on his own admission
 
that the Self cognises itself in its two-fold character of conscious- 
ness (bodha) and unconsciousness (ja4a), for he fails to estab- 
lish how the Self in its conscious aspect can know itself as 
an unconscious entity, inasmuch as consciousness cannot belong 
to the realm of the "object" or not-self, and unconsciousness 
cannot belong to the realm of the "subject" Of Self. Thus the 
mental intuition of the Self, as held by the Bhaga, becom
s 
a myth, for it fails to give an adequate explanation of tbe 
phenomenon of self-cognition, or self-consciousness in the Self's 
conscious moment of reflection as a conscious entity. In 
every self-consciousness, the self not only knows itself but 
also knows it as a conscious entity, and if that conscious entity 
has to be relegated to the realm of the not-self in the Bha:ga's 
over-emphasis to explain the phenomenon, his case car:not 
stand to strict logic 98 . Hence the Prabha:kara shows that his 


98 grlihalvarilpasyiip
 'hil}ayataytl .<:
ddJH1astt va na vii? na eet 8vayam- 
pTakii8at
 a-samv
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rnatayli siddh,iscet tatriiha-prameyasya ceti-(Vi'!,a1a
a, P 310). 
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mt1Safdcya, 
gTahyatvii8iddhi'1naha-tal
madzti-(Tatt'/;adipal'la, P. 310). 
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explanation as to the phenomenon of self
consciousness can 
be logically €stablished if the Self is regarded as the conscious 
substrate that is, however, known as such in every act of c.og- 
nition including self
cognition. Thus the Prabhakara would 
say that in every act of consciousness (sarhvit) the Self is 
referred to as the subject (g'Jlihaka), the external phenomena 
as the object (grahya) and the four-fold contact (catu5taya.. 
sannzkar
'a) as the means of knowledge (g}aha'Qa); hence the 
triad is always revealed in every act of cognition (t.rzpufi- 
pratyak
a) according to the Prabhakara theory of knowledge. 
Hence on the admission of the Prabhakara the Self is, no 
doubt, an inert entity, but is not on that account a grahya 
or knowable entity like the external phenomena; for, the 
Self is always revealed as the substrate of knowledge ill 
.contradistinction with not-self which is the inert object at 
knowledge, through and through. Thus for the Prabha- 
kara in every act of cognition, there is a sel{-re"ealed principle 
of consciousness which he designates as Muhvlt ,,,,,hich vouch- 
safes for the subject as the 5ubsi1ate and the object as the 
fzeld and the means as the 1 nslrument of (ognition. His 
object-cognition (vz!Jayapraka{ya1ll), therefore, dh\rays ne<.es
a- 
rily implies the sclf-(ognition (iilmapraka[yam,), for therc is 
no need for hinl to recogllise a different Jll0Inent of self- 
consciousness. The Self as the subject is ever conscious of 
itself as the sub
trate of knowledge, and hen<..e in his dew thc 
Self as the consdous seat of cognItion') is a sufficient hypothe- 
sis to establish self -consuou.,ncl>s. Prakasatlnayati 
uggesl ') 
this aspeLt III the Prabhak.ua thoory when he 6ays that, (lCCOld- 
ing to the Prabhakara, the Self has a predilection towardb the 
aspect of substrate of knowledge and hence <.annot belong to 
the reah11 of not-Self!) C). It i
 on this point of the Prabh:ik.lra 
that the Self is ne(essanly revealed when the ohle< t i
 J...ll()
vJ) 
tbat, as we have secn, the Bhatta rai"ed a s:rong note of pI01C.,t 
and put forward his explanation of the Self in «)lltrad1cli,)U to 
the !")rd.bhakara's, 
o that the phenomenoll of !-'c1f-(OIl&cious- 
ness could be adequately explained He stc1rtccl with lhie; 
theory of tlie .sc]f as both '«)l)scious' ,md 'lln(Jn!'dou
' and 
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.showed that when in an act of cognition the object is known" 
lhe Self is not necessanly known as the substrate of the cogni- 
tion. It is self-perceived in its entirety as the unconscious 
.aspect being known by the conscious through a menial in
ui.. 
tzon (m1inasa pratyak
a). The nature and function of the 
mental intuition through which the phenomenon of self-per- 
ception originates have been discussed at length above. 
After all has been said and done, it is to be adInitted that the 
.Bhana has made the Self at the monlent of self-perception a 
janus-like entity that through the process of a lllental intui- 
tion "shines forth in consciousness as the'!," (Dr. Dasgupta). 
But the Prabhakara's analysis of the entire Bhatta position 
xeduced it to an illogical concept which the Bhana tried to 
.construct to explain the phenomenon of self-consciousness. 
Padmapada and Prakasatmayati have shown that the Prab- 
hakara has won the day from his rival, the BhaHa, b} dis- 
regarding the illogical concept forced into the field by the 
.Bhatta to explain adequately the phenOlnenon of sel£-con;d- 
-ousness. The Prabhakara's position of the revelation of the 
Self even along with the object, therefore, stands as the last 
forte of the Mimamsist interprelation of the Self. This inter- 
pretation, however, is sought to be controverted with all vigour 
by Padmapada and specially his follower, Prakasatmayati. 
They show that the Prabhakara's analysis of the Self is any- 
thing but/ satisfactory from the viewpoint of the Advaitist who 
regards the Self as self-luminous (.!Jvaya1hprakasa), and there- 
Lore refutes vigorously the Prabhakara view that it is the sub- 
ject as ahankara or the Ego; for the Ego is never self-luminous, 
but is lighted up by the sel[-luminou
 Self which will be 

hown as identical with Consciousness. This supreme task 
i5 undertaken by the illustrious commentators of the Advaita 
Sch ool. 
To controvert the theory of the Prabhakara and to bring 
out the Advaitist position with regard to the problem of the 
Self and knowledge, Prakasatmayati following Padmapada 
shows that the Self cannot be equated with Ego, the not- 
self, an unconsdous entity that has to be revealed in the light 
,ot the Self. Thus he adduces argulnents to prove that the 
.self is not different from Consciousness and is self-luminous 
-without depending on any further process of cognition. The 
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Prabhakara holds that the Self is revealed as the substratunl. 
of consciousness along with the revelation of the object. The 
Self, therefore, is according to the Prabhakara an unconscious 
locus of knowledge which being related to it makes it the 
cognizer in a knowledge-situation. Thus the Self is sharply 
divided from the self-luminous consciousness (svayarhprakasa 
sarhvzt) in the Prabhakara's analysis of it. Padmapada offers 
several alternatives to the Prabhakara to justify this bifurca- 
tion of the Self and consciousness in order to show that none 
of the alternatives can so justify and hence the Self as the 
unconscious Ego cannot be logically established. The Ego. 
as such is at poles asunder from the Advaitist conception of 
Self as the self-luminous principle of Consciousness. Hence 
AkhaI}.Q.ananda's possible objection is justified by his own 
words when he says that though the Ego should be established 
as distinct from the Self, yet by establishing the self-lumino- 
sity of Self, Prakasatmayati is perfectly within the limits of 
the Advaitist explanation of the not-self as not self-Iunlinous 
and hence the Ego being an unconscious principle pe}. :,e can 
never be equated with the self-luminous Self1°o. Thc first 
alternatIVe of Padmapada is with regard to the Self as the 
consciously revealed principlc and the knowledge as the 
originated result (pramatzaphalam) being regarded as revealed 
unconsciously. That is to say, Padmapada throws this alter- 
native to show that it is just possiblc that the Prabha:kara 
might mean that the Self is only revealed as the seat of know- 
ledge and hence as a consciously revealed principle, though it 
is, in itself, unconscious; but the resultant knowledge as 
originated by the means (Prama1}aPhalarh ]nanam) is revealed 
only as the unconsczous znslrument in the cognitive process. 
Thus it is that the Prabhakara nlight easily claim to have 
established that the Scl[ is rcvealed not merely as the uncons- 
cious entity bUl as consciously expressed as the sub!)tratuIll of 
knowledge, while the instrumental knowledgc, that self-lului- 
nous consciousness also illumines, becomes merely a channel 
in the cognitive proc..css to rClnain unconscious in its {unction 
'with regard to the originated rcsulL Hence sounding as it 
100 alwnl..(lrosyl7t mat Cl' afJ '//tn,tip '11r7frnat1'a7h 8tdrl Mint1ilii. sadltan'iyara, 

'lJJl ,'? ralll a!. (7,
af I ((sii.dbancna if.1f((8anl."lI lilta - al/ankilras,ljeti. alta1U.ti:ra iti, 
(It liIa! I ri/l(7tlhiilti!1 (l.
 1'([1 11 ah7sat I lit, gllatal.of-(Taftt adilJana, P. 310). 
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does very much against any logical consistency, this alternative 
suggested by Padmapada (kzmatm1l. cattanyaprak1iso'nubhavo 
]atf,aprakliSalJ,-Parf'icaplidikli. P. 310) does not go illogitally 
against the general Pr:ibhakara standpoint of the trzpu{ipralya- 
k
a in an act of cognition. For, Consciousness (sarhvti) as a 
self-luminous principle reveals the pramar.za or the intrumen- 
tal cause employed by the subject (pramatrtJyapara) which is 
always inferred in an act of cognition. Thus the self-lumi- 
nous sarhvzt is regarded as the real resultant. in an aLl of 
cognition which pre-supposes the instrumental causes (jna- 
mar.za or pramatrvyliplira). Hence strictly speaking, Padma- 
pada's alternative, though somehow reconcilable with thIS 
pram1ir.za-aspect of cognition which can be said to be an 
unconscious mode, does not very cogently b
 thrown to the 
Prabhakara. For, the Prabhakara can very well object that the 
alternative suggested by Padmapada is labouring under a nI0r- 
bid state of complacent challenge. The Prabhakara would 
never allow anybody to suggest that the resultant knowledge 
(Pram1ir.zaPhalam) is ever jatf,aprakaSa
 as Padmapada suggests. 
It is, on the contrary, the very opposite of being Jai},aprakasa; 
it. is self-luminous (svayarhprakliSa) as the revealer of the subject, 
the object and the instruments in an act of cognition. In 
fact, while bringing out the position of the Prabhakara, 
Padmapada has himself shown that the anublzava or pramzl1, 
of the Prabhakara is distinct from pramlir.za as being self- 
luminous. lol How is it at all reconcilable when Padmapada 
himself makes a topsy-turvy suggestion to the Prabh:ikara? The 
suggestion seems to be due to Padmapada's method of analysis 
in which he merely enumerates possible alternatives with 
regard to the nature of the Self and Consciousness, and hence 
seems to suggest that this first alternative is also a possible one in 
the Prabhakara theory, though actually it is not. Hence 
Padmapada's suggestion, as elaborated by Prakasatmayati, tries 
to establish the self-luminosity of Consciousness from the Ad- 
vaitist point of view, discarding the possibility of making the 
pramar.zaphala of the Prabhakara to be ever regarded as reveal- 


101 pramitiranu bhav,a{IJ 8vayamprakasa{b p1 ama'l'}aphal am, tadbalenetarat 
pralcasate, pramiil)am tu pramtitrV1/ap{i7 al} plbalali1igo nityanumeyah- 
(Pancapiidtlca, P. 308). 
niladi1nanaphalaih-anublwval} 
va'lfampTaka;amano grahyamidamtaya., 
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ing the subject and the object, itself remaining unrevealed. This 
possibility is finely suggested by AkhaI}.gananda and also by 
Prakasatmayati in examining this plausible alternative from a 
possible viewpoint of the Prabhakara. 102 


(/IIil,lll. f/IJI I (iJ/H!all!alj(;' /'alJ!,iJso,lju.ll 1 (JWllIllIflln ('(iJlI1JJ1 (ijJ(l!Jat Ut '!Iuldam- 
(/)oiil flj}({(/J fi, P 310) 
lll
 IlJl/fIJh(.l/ t.-l:Jfl 81 UjJJu/..'(lbata!J(i'/J!ulllfof I iit it.fmmW$I II !]uilw.katalla. 
'"I';//(/"
d/lIIJ/iU J. fltl/((JJI, 1 t!..alp(i"a,am 1ft ('I Ill}a {II liman !Jud,/ap!/" I wit 
I II/hllf/II hh IIUd/llilll, f((I//lipt !Jltl. t([lfltl. tatl a-JIll liJl(I
117}'llwJn I tmfl1sulJamblHJ.1 a 
I I.'I('} 1//('/1-( 1'([ft I adipa:ltl, P .310) 
. J/(IJI/(--o/iJa!. Ii ((/l/lIiJ/(l/)/( I (( jJJoll/filltlp//(dtIJlb ('''!.NI/uit/II (/(1 1 M(JI/UI at/ll/a- 
II/l'fl/II rlII I 111/ ' - " _ . . . 
IJ 1/."/ (1'''//'/110/ (J JII(I
f/I/ 1- -( J ll'({/(/JlfJ. P. 311). 
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AN ANALYTICAL STUDY OF rrHE ADVAITIST CONS
 
CIOUSNESS-ITS SELF-LUMINOUS AND UNITARY 
CHARACTER. 


However, Prakabatlna}ati analyses this posszble h)'PQlheSlS 
of the Prabhakara in order to show that anubhava or cOllsd- 
ousness is not of the same status as the sense-organ like the 
eye which itself n
maining unconscious or unrevealed can 
vouchsafe for the revelation of the objective world. He 
shows that the sense-organ belongs to an altogether different 
category frOln that ot consciousness, for the former is not 
he 
rcvealer of obje<.ts on zls own merit I) but on the Inerits 
borrowed fronl consciousness. Consciousness is always self- 
luminous and even it the Prabhakara stoops to accept this 
position, he accept& it wi th &ome reservations.. for he tries to 
show that the pramatJ{l is not self-luminous inasmuch as it is 
the instrulnental cause of the resultant knowledge (pramatJa
 
phala) that is sclf-Iuminous. This reserved acceptance of the 
self-lulllinosity of consciousnes& by the Prabhakara is.. as we 
have indicated fully above, the target of criticism, for if we 
strictly follow the Prabhakara epistemology we shall merely 
take the posszbzlity of the un'revealed 'pramli1:zaPhala" but 
the actuality of the p;amii1Ja or pram1ilrvyapa'J"a. Even if 
consciousness is ever to be unrevealed (as in the p'rama1Ja
 
stage according to the Prabhakara), it Inay be that in the stage 
of the pramii1JaPhala also thcre may be such a possibility. 
But u'nrevealed C01HCZ07HneSl) as the rcvealer of the objective 
world is an epistelnological myth. Thus even if the Prabha- 
kara tries to show that the phenomenon of consciousness is- 
possible as the sense-organ like .the eye to remain unrevealed, 
Prakasatmayati is out to controvert this faint suggestion with 
all the force at his command. He shows that consciousness is 
ever self-luminous and not due to any other conscious pheno- 
menon. Hence the category of the sense-organ being uncons- 
cious and therefore dependent on consciousness for the reve- 
lation of objects and of itself is distinct from a self-luminous. 
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,entity. Here Prakasatmayati brings in the example of 'the 
light of the lamp' (pradzp1iloka) to prove the phenomenon 
of self-luminosity. But the opponent may object. that as 
consciousness is regarded as self-luminous, so thc light of the 
lamp "annot be regarded as such, and hence the light of the 
lamp (the example in any inference) becomcs 01 the saIne 
category as the sense-organ. Hence the prool 01 inference 
being unestablished due to the failure of the example 
(dntantliszddhz») it also fails to make the self-lulllinous cate- 
gory of consciousness a logically established one. Thus con
- 
dousness can very well be of the nature as the first alternative 
seemingly tries to make it, i.e., unrevealed in itself (Ja<lapra- 
ka5a). To avoid any such logical conclusion, Prakasatmayati 
clearly guards hImself against the charge 01 the same nature 
ot the unconscious sense-organ and the self-luminous light of 
the lamp. He shows that there are two varieties of self- 
luminosity-one of the type 01 consciousne
s and the other of 
the type of the lIght 01 the lamp. True it IS that the light of 
the lamp is not of the same nature as Consciousness which 
being self-luminous is the generator of knowledge; the fonner 
is, however, far from being the generator of knowledge, for it 
only reveals the objective world when it is objectively veiled. 
Thus there is a fundamental difference between the two 
inasmuch as the lIght of the lamp reveals the objective world. 
by dispelling the objective veil, while consciousness reveals 
the objective world by dispelling the epistemological veil. 
Still, Prakasatmayati continues, therc is a variety of 
eli- 
luminosity even in the light of the lamp; for it dispels a veil 
on the objective world and tS not dependent on any other 
szmilar prznczple for this act. Hence it cannot be included 
in the category of the sense-organ, as the logical c.onclusion 
was leading us towards it; for, the sense-organ is out-and-out 
unrevealed and is never by ttself the dispeller of any veil on 
the objective world. Thus tqe sense-organ like the eye is 
never capable of itself to generate knowledge (as iclf-huninou
 
consciousness) or to reveal the object by dispelling :the "eil 
of darkness (as se1f-Iuminous light of the lamp). So it i
 not 
very logical to conclude that self-luminosity of the light of 
the ]
mp cannot be established and hence self luminosity of 
(OHSCIOUSIH.'SS is also untenablc. On the contrary, sdf-1UJnjno
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sity of the light of the lamp and of consciousness is wdl 
-.established, by their nature of revelation of the objective 
world by themselves, whereas the sense-organs cannot reveal 
objects by themselves but by depending on other factors of 
knowledge. 103 Thus it is that Prakasatmayati concludes that 
-consciousness is self-luminous as it is independent of any 
()ther conscious principle of the same na ture with it and hence 
.can by its revelation make revelation of the objective world 
possible dzrectly without any intervening moment, as the 
light of the lamp This syllogistIc approach towards the 
problem of self-luminosity of consciousness has been l11ade 
here by Prakasatmayati by taking the example of the lIght of 
the lamp. In fact, Prakasatmayatl has all along been discus- 
sing self-luminosity of consciousness from the viewpoint of 
the light of the lamp, that is to say, from the viewpoint of 
independence of similar prak1isa or revelation 10-1 Thus the 
third alternative in Citsukha's analysis of the concept of 
.maprakasatva seems to have been suggested by Prakasatma- 
yati. 101 Hence this syllogistic conclusion arrived at by 
Prakasatmayati to establish self-luminosity of consciousness 
seems to include both l11atenal and intellec..tual illumination 
as being on the logical plane, at least, though not in the 
ultimate metaphysical plane, similar concepts, with regard to 
"'revelation independent of similar revelation' (safiifiyapra- 
hasaprakoJyatvam). Prakasatmayati further elucIdates his 
point by showing that the light of the lamp is not revealed 
due to a similar revelation like the sense-organ, the eye, for 
the eye does not reveal the light of the lamp which is by ztself 
()f the nature of revelation. The light 6f eye has no part to 
play in the revelation of the self-revealed light of the lamp, 


103 tat hilhi-jfl1inapralciisyatt lid aj'Jiiinarirodhmo'nyade L alolcal)rakiisyatvam 
tamo/)lTodhLtayii praszddham tada1Jym adhiineniilolcena krzyate, na tad?l- 
Ul,ayarh lcarotl calcsuh; ajiiiinattiidaniilokatviicca-( V n ara'l}a, P. 311). 
'l1 bha,yam--ajiiiinamvrtti-tamoniv'J ttyiilclLYa1h-( T attvadipana, P. 312). 
101 anubha7.asya ca 81Ja8attiiyiirh prakasav yat'l1 elcada'J8an6cca jiianiinfa- 
Tiigamyatasiddhiljr-{Vivara'l}a, P. 306). 
anub!va1JoJ.,£ na jniinantaragamyah 8t'asattiiyam prakasavyatirekavidhu- 
rat'l)ilt, na yadevam na tade'l.'arh, yat7lii ghata 
tyarthah--(Tattvadipana, 
P 306). 
3058all1tiyapralcilsiipralco.syalvarn--(TattvapradilJdc.a, P. 3. Nirnaya Sagar 
Edn) 
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for the former is only netessd.ry for the e
tablishment of thc 
contacts with the othcr-revealed (i.e., the light-revealed} 
objective world. Rentc Prak;lsatlnayati concludes cInphati- 
<-ally that consdousne
s i
 never other-revealed, that is to sa}, 
is never umevealed wlteneveJ 1l e.\l,)/!J (,svasall1iy1irh p1aka
av- 
yalirekaVldhll1alv1j,l), for, i1 the Pr;lbhITkara ever aS1)umes that 
it is 
o d.S he doe1) in the tase of the p1(Una
la or p'J am1ilJ1l
a- 
pala fronl whkh there Inay be a pos
iblc doubt with regard 
to pramanajJ!wfa also, lhere Ib 110 tertaint} 01 the v.IiJdity '){ 
l.nowledgc, for knowledge nlaY be beheved 1 I) arhc with:w t 
certifying thal It is rcvealed whenevcr it ari
eb and thus an 
epistemologkal unccrlainty always aLtatheb itself to know- 
ledge at its existcnt stage. But this unwarranted uncertaint) 
01 knowledge \\-hen it ansc
 wIll nullify all behaviour and 
action. 10G Praka
atma}clti furlher examincs the possible argu- 
Inents from the opposite sidc that seek to show that thcre 
need not be any such untertaillty for the fact that the consci- 
ousncss as belonging to thc subjctt (Pramalr-that is consci- 
ously revealed) nlay vouch&a[e for thc cxistencc of the subject 
and the object I hrough a medzal,zng unconsclOUS 1 evelalzon 
(jaiJ,anubhavabalal). He shows that this modified hypoth(;
h 
of the Prabhakara cannot stand the strutiny of reason ina')- 
much as the unCOllSCZOllS medialzng revelatzon cannot directly 
(.saksal) be the cause of the revelation of the consciousness as 
belonging to the Self (though this position i<; controverted by 
the Advaitlst, as Consciousnc!:>s and Scl1 are not different (atc- 
gorics) for there is no nced for such revelation cltreclly 
through any tnediating principle, because COllsciousness as 
such is directly revcaled; if it be said thal this unconscious 
mediating revelation reveals the consciousness of the subjcct 
by effecting the relation with the object (vz
myopar1igahetul- 
''/.Iat). Prakasatmayati says that such a n10dification of the 
intellect (buddhi) or of the mind (antablw1"a1Ja) (as the 
Sailkhyas and thc Advaiti<;ts respectively rccognise) can be 
accepted by the Advaitist, for it only makcs the subject (jfi1i1 r 
or pramafr as limited by the adjuncts likc buddhi etc.) 
dependent on the modification. But when the Self or Con')ci. 


108 tosm ad 'I' 1/0Mhitr.tp1.odipa8,11e l'arl1( bh o 1"d8.J/fip'!Jl1prtikfi8am tin at 1'(' 7J7oai /1(1 
'[I'1'ol."i1so8yel a 'l'i8V081Itinal'ablltisrapra8ang(l iti.-(Virara'IJa 1 P 312) 
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ousness as equated with it i.s regarded as self-luminous, there 
i5 no logical relevance to admit dependence on the modIfic- 
ation for its revelation. 107 Hence to establish their position:t 
the Prabhakaras lnight attribute unconsciousness (ja4atva) to 
the activity of consciousness or the unrevealed mediating 
process through which consciousness i
 revealed, but this 
position is also logical! y untenable. What Prakasatmayati 
means to sugge
t by thi" alternath. e is that the activity 
through WhICh there is a re"elation of Lonsdousness might be 
regarded as a nec.essary pre-requisIte, and this activity being 
always present conSCIousness as a self-luminous principle can 
be established. Thus even though Prakasatmayati had previ- 
ously reduc.ed that the Prabhakara position is untenable from 
the point of view of the unconSCIOUs rnedzatlng reveiatzon 
(prama'(la or pra matrvyapar a), yet 1£ there is again any possi- 
bility from the Prabhakara's point of view that there is a 
neces
ary activzty (celayallkrzya) before the revelation of 
sarhvit) then that possibility is also illogical and ungrounded. 
}I'or, this activity WIll entail an uncalled-for 'Jegles.Hl5 aa 
znfznztum and, therefore, will never be self-established. Thus 
the necessity for which its :.lid was called In will never nlateri- 
alise. Prakasatmayati shows that lhIS activity (c(jtayatzkTZya) 
being unconscious in itself (for it is a
 unconscious as the pre- 
vious unconscious Iuediating revelation),I°8 will require a fresh 
activity for its revelation, and so on ad znfznzlum. Thus will 
never be any landing-gTound for consciousness to be revealed. In 
fact, the Self being in unison with Consciousness from the Ad- 
vaitist point of view, there will be a merely uncalled-for Tegressus 
ad infznzlum to assume any celayalzkrzya
 for the former is 
always self-luluinous. Thus conSClOusnes
 being never depen- 
dfmt on any activity must be self-revealed, and both Padma- 
pada and Prakasatmayati now Indicate the Advaitist position 
by showing that the ScIf is not known lhrough self-luminous 


107 c/dfitmo}Jial.:fi£08Ijfl tll ladfi.nubltal lidlitnati1'nupapannetyiilw-lanna 
8/ ayamlnal'{(
a('wta'i11Ia'<1,1 abh(lt O'})/ 8aJli1lf/-( Fit aJ ana, P 313) 
lGS Here agam Pl'akJs<Uma.YatJ hmts ab the possIbIlIty of the un con- 
selOusness of the fll1ubhm'aplwla (cf pun:tinublw1 aplwlat'ajJa{larfipiinu- 
blt,Ql'aphalom-(rlla1ai10, P 313). though in fact, there ]S no actuahty 
()f it. In fact, it proceeds from the assumption of the Pr;:ibh;ikaras as to' 
the plalilliJ1a-
tage remaming unrevealeu 
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.(.on
ClOU
lH':::'S, but i5 Consdousne::,
 Pf31 .)e and therclorc ::,eH- 
luminous. I Uti ThIS prepares the ground for examination ot 
,the second alternative posed by PadInapada to Prabhakara, 
.for in this alternative therc is the posing" of the q ue
tion, viz., 
are hath thc Scl1 and Consciou
nc
s self-illumined? This 
.assuluption is not accepted by the Advaitist on ObVlOUS 
grounds, for ill his opinion there is no schi
ln betwcen lhe 
Self and Consciousness. Thus this alternative is shown to be 
illogical by Prakdsatnlayati, following Padnulpada, for the 
fact that there cannot be any cogent theory 01 Inutual depcn- 
dence and an interrelation betwccn two entitie5 of cqual 
status. Hcnce Akhal)gananda in his TatlvadzpauCl shows 
that firstly, the Se]f and Consciousness, being both sel£-lulllin- 
ous, cannot be 11lutually dependent (as the Prabhakara will 
hold), like two equally conscious persons,110 and that secondly, 
lherc cannot be any relation of consciousne1)s to Self for the 
{act that no such relatIOn is possible by zlself as that win 
,entail the Self to be of the saIUe categor} as the objective 
world and not selt-Iuminous nor through any otlle1 enlZly as 
that will also necessarily entail the previous 'knowing
 ot the 
Self which will go against its self-luminosity Thu
 the 
.Prabha.kara, being iIllpelled 011 the horns of the dilemnla, will 
not be able to establish relation between the Self and Consd- 
ousncss 10gically.Ill Evcn if the Prabha:kara tries to establish 
that even though the SeH is related with consciousness as 
being conscious, ) et is not rcvccllcd as 
l1(h; just like 
the consciousness belonging to a <hHcrcnt person is not 
revealed to me inspite of the fatl that such consciousness 
is revealed to the ,sub lee! ot consciousness. Padmapada and 
following hhu Prakasatmayati controvert this hint. They 


109 JJ1l.lll/r(!wplwlelia ('(Jf, jJl'(JdiJu'JI('I'(l I iso.'!{JlI/(/flllr;nwl/ f l't(J.I/a{(" twirl 
,('('!rllf at , hi ill'illfll ast1ui pI asa1i!la!I-(J>w1r'apihhl. ii, P 313) 
('()ta.lIs1lfi pi lJradipaMh r(n; If{/f1)(1f'('ptayal ilJl'ilPlUflt n
f I,,' f I d liMN/af 1-7.'/lit'(( 
1/1 amii!laplw7enr.ti-( V 
/ mana, P. 313). 
110 ritmrj' lI.ublw um, 1Iii.1l7Io11yr1dl, ilIU.81dd liI!.-llU, ('/h"} ahf/fi / at I'm, }l11I wwd- 
1 (J!/al'ad
tyal'tltal1-.(Tattl)a.dil)al1a, P. 313) 
11l1t.'iih 8a'liI,I''/,diltma
ambal1rlha
b U(,l/a (ll'h!lul(' " lIfr7Jl1/"lIU" wid/jaIl; 
8 L.agraha'f}amantar{''lJU B/'a1)ratiyogtl.'asambnmllw(J1'ollflllrislIJ/I bhm (iI, x I'0!l)'{l- 
lLa1].e ca ?'i1;ayateapra8an{Jah. napi tliitiyah, mll/a!!fallalWl1Iflnfflll'!/(J. 
.tadl'i8(',
ita
ambanallagrallan{jy()gat tmlgrah on a';" '1'(i('!lflln-na ('(( 1([(1 
11 u J.llate 8/ ([}Jraklisatl fD l)'()dl/rU-(Tnffl adilUIlW, P. 313). 
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show that there if, no necessity that the Self should remain 
unrevealed although it is the seaL of consciousness and is cons- 
cious, for the analogy of other-resting consciousness being 
unrevealed to m,e is not the logical basis for such assumption. 
For, as they Inake it clear, there is a fundamental difference 
between consciousness belonging to the subjec.t and conscious- 
ness inferred in that subjec.l, 'whence it should follow 
logically that fonner consciousness being diiU..tly revealed to 
the 1:oubject is never unrevealed, and the latter one remains 
ul1revealed to the internng subject. Thus the Self as con
ci- 
ous being relaled with consciousness should not be equated 
with the latter category of conSCIOusness inferred to the indivi- 
dual, for it is to the indivIdual always revealed as such. The 
Self that is conscious (at least in the Prabhakara contention of 
dualism) is not unrevealed to thc conscious indIvidual, which, 
.on Vedantist interpretation, Lan be equated with fiva. Hence 
the fzva being unseparated tronl its Self a') being related with 
.consciousness ahv£lYs experiences it as revealed, a
 his consci- 
ousness is always revealed to hilu. Thus the Self which a 
particular individual fiva experienLes within may be 
unrevealed to another individual, like his consciousness. But 
the Self or con.,ciousne
s does not 011 that account become 
unrevealed to the particular individual 112 . This is the crucible 
ot the Advaita dialectic of self-luminosity (svaprakiisatva) that 
is brought out by Padmapada and Prakasatlnayati, and their 
exposition by way of controverting the Prabhakara view is 
leading us towards the Advaitist view of the Self, clearly but 
imperceptibly; for, as we see here, the Self being regarded as 
self-luminous like Consciousness in which there is complete 
exclusion of their being revealed to other individualized cen- 
tres (puru
anta1asari
vedana) is surely an indication that there 
is no dualism between them, but they are one zn essence of 
self-luminosity. There is therefore no room for their ever 
being regarded as unrelated, or, even though related, as 
unrevealed, for the Self as con<sciousness is always revealed by 
itseIfl13. 


112 pill u,rUfntwa8am 1 edanawclal yat.aclltiilli1ddt Nt, <7tmallyapi tat 
galJ/(fnrt.lI11t
 bhi2w?I-(rtWJa
W, P. 314). 
1J1 jJa/(dma1lastu, /1faialatatL(i.nna 81 aprakiJ,;'ltl am, 1;/ iifJllanastu afyat€l- 
lltfatl ilt 81 apJ'a!.il6atcam-('l'attwclipanu, P. 314). 



The third alternative put forward O} l)::H.hn.tpada and 
elaborated by Pra1..a
atll1a) ad is that the Self is unconsc.ious 
and consciousness as Inhering in it makc1) it r evcaled I I r. .But 
this alternative seeins to go aga11l1)t the vcr) 1 undJ.lllclllals of 
the probleJl1 as it tries to nmkc thc Self revealed au thc 
strength of the self-reveal cd (,onSCIOUSnCS\). Thc ,tllcrnativc 
primarily ailll<; to Ina1..e the Self unconscious (]tl(las7.'(lJ fijm) jJer 
se and the (,onsciousnes') that is sclf-revealed voudlsa[es [or it
 
revelation. How can it be (,onsistcnlly said that the Self is 
revealed on the strength of the scH-rcvcalcd (onsdou:,ncs<,? 
Akha1}q.ananda in his TallvadTjJfl]w tric
 to bring out the re,tl 
implications o[ 5u(,h an alternath c following in the fOOl-&tep& 
of Praka
aLlnayati. He sa}s that il i':) a logical qucslion to ask 
what is the rcal implicalion of trying to establish the Self as 
a revealed entity when this altcrnative only Ina.k.es Consdous- 
ness as self-revealed ll '. But he shows that Prakasatn1a}atl 
analyses this alternati"e of his predec.cs
or, Padmapada, to. 
show that it is really untenable for the lact that con&ciousne
s 
being regarded as inhering in the Self to lnakc it rcvealed is 
in no way a valid theory. The Self being rclcg<llcd to the 
realm of thc unconscious cannot be nlade (onsdous on thc 
strength of consciousness inspitc of the best endeavours o[ the 
Prabha:kara. To make consciousness a completely delached 
principle frOln the Self will rather go against its revelation; 
hence it must be admitted that the Self i
 not ulJ(onsdous, 
per se but is necessarily conscious. That being adlnitted, the- 
Advaitist position comes very near thc mark, for the ScH thell 
becomcs conscious by itself .without it c; dependence 011 an 
extraneous principle like consciousncss. To a(hieve this 
objective Prakasatn1ayati analyscs ycry cogentJ} the leal impli- 
cations of this alternative. He shows thal COUS( iousHc:,s as a 
separate principle which is self-revcaled should either be a 
quality (gllna) or an object (dJavya) or an aLL (km /JUl.), but 
none of these suppositions makes its naturc estahli&hcd as the 
Prabhakaras want it to be. Aklla1).(:Hinanda shows that thC' 
Prabhakaras as the Naiyayikas rcgard it as a gll
W, the Salikh- 


114 8a p/ a ('mt(m!laprahi8a
 (ifma j((<l(J
I'miip(l"--(Pai;('(lI;ridif.ori. 
Pp 310-311) 
J.I./I 8am? ida
, 81 apral.'li8at
.cna I..'f/.Mamlitmanastarliiplirlanam? 'l'aiyadM- 
kara'IJylidili-(Tattl adi.pana, P. 314). 
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yas as a dlavya and the Bhana
 as a kal ma (ct. gU
1,a It.i 
Ta'J"kzka-Prabhakarad! 
?antyoktam; dJ avyal1zitz Sankhyamala- 
manusrtya; kai mett BlzaJ(amal1inus1ire1.w-TaUvadzpana. P. 
314). Prakasatnlayati reduces the suppositions ot gU'lJa and 
.il1avya to their untenable chara<.ter, and tries to show that the 
supposition of gU
la necessarily leads us to the Advaitist theory 
.ot the seH-IuIuinosity 01 the SeIt. To do this, he shows lhat 
,consciousne
s cannot be a Iu.ll ma or act, as the Bhattas hold it 
to be, for, Lo Inakc it a kal ma IS to rob it 01 its nature of revel- 
ation (prakliS1itva) and efiect (fJhalalva) of the in
truluent
 of 
.cognillon. Whal Prakasatulayati Ineans is that the Bhatta 
recog-nises revelation (prakasatva) as the characteristic of cons- 
.ciousness, but thIS characteristIc being inferred from the qua- 
lity 01 known-ness or ]filitata (as he does recognise conscious- 
ness as self-revealed) there is the possibility of revelation of 
consciousness as an inferred effect. Hence prakasatmayati's 
suggestion brings out the&e aspects of the Bhaga contention 
but shows that it is untenable. Revelation, even by the indirect 
luethod of inference, of consciousness is not tenable in the 
Bha
ta contention of consciousness as an act (karma), for the 
Bhaga regards consciousness that is revealed as the effect 
inferred [rom the self-luminous kno\'\'1l-ness (jfiatatli). It has 
been 
aid above that "lhis self-luminous quality Iuakes know- 
ledge (jfiana) to be inferred in the Self and therefore know- 
1edge as a product adhering to the Self is sought to be estab- 
lished b,y the Bhattas by the inferential proof." If conscious- 
ness is thus reduced to an effect by regarding it as a produced 
act, then it cannot be 
aid to be revealed, for an act is not the 
xesultant revelation. This aspect is clearly brought out by 
AkhaJ).c;lananda when he says that an act does not make for 
the revelation of itself as the resu) tant of the act (kriyiiLv.e 
gamyadivat sarhvedanasya pJakasatvarh na bhavati). To save 
this unwarranted conclusi0'n the Bhaga may seek to' establish 
that revelation of the act i
 possible because of the fact that 
he recognises consciousness (the act) as the resultant product 
(pJamanaphalatvat-Taltvadlpana. P. 314), still his position is 
untenable. For, he thus Illakes the act the resultant itself 
which is untenable. The act is what is the process and the 
resultant is what. is the effect and the two can never be 
.equated. The rcsultant is the end of the process and is not 
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the process b} itself. Alhal).c;Hinanda bring1) OUl this pOSltlOIl 
dearly when he &a}tJ; lla ca-p1ama
wphalat1.Jlit 1nak1i,{alvawll. 
yapt vacyam; ka111wtve phalalaa5ylin'llpai)(lllcnlya1lha
l- 
TattvadZf)(lna. P. :314). 1£ knowledge is regarded strktly as 
.an act, it IuuH be regarded as the act that originatc
 
omc 
result (phala) in the object; otherwise the subjcc..t and the 
object cannot be related in knowledge. Hence the .Bha
ta 
starts from this hypothe
is, that ]fiiitata or knownlles
 of the. 
object being the re
ultant of the knowJcdge-situalioll Inakes. 
the act of knowledge an inferred produLl or strialy the pJoce\- 
sus which adheres lO the Self, and the resulLant 01 knowledge 
is. revelation that is the qualit) of sell-1ulllinou
 known-ness. 
adhering to the objec.L Thus it i
 clear that the .Bhd

a lheory 
trying as it does to Inake lno'wledge adhering lo the Self as an 
act cannot. by any stress of the inlaginalion make it. revealed. 
This is the substance 01 the position maintained by Padula- 
pada, Praka
alinayati and AlhaI}.Q.anand,l agdinst the Bhaga 
position of knowledge as an act (kJZ.ya). 
Prakasatmayali next examines the Saillhya view of know- 
ledge which according to it i
 an object. (dra1'ya). The 
Sankhya conception of knowledge regards vrllt or the reHec- 
tion of the PU1tl.1Ia or Self that is consciousness per se on the 
unconscious principle of buc/dhz (intellect), the first product of 
inert matter (pJakrtJ). Thus Pure Consciousnes
 being leHec.- 
ted on unconscious intellect Inake& Lor t.he origInation of 
emjJtrical knowledge through the Vllll or p:'y(hosis or 11lodihc- 
ation generated by budd/Il. .But thh empirical V? t1lJ'lana is. 
according to the Sdlil.hya an objea, a product that i
 of the 
saIne 
tatus as lhe externLd object helonging to the bhall,ll/w 
01' elemental world. To refute &uch a 
tatic theory of know- 
ledge Prakasatmayati shows that such .l view will eithcr lnake 
the Self as nol fully conscious of the objeci or as CO'/l.
ClOllS of 
all the ob]ecls simultaneously at the origination o( one know- 
ledge. Both the,e a.lternatives will do hanH to the epi/)lemolo- 
gical behaviour of mankind. If knowledge be regarded as an 
object, as the Sailkhya suggests, then it will he cither of in£1ni- 
tesimal (a
u), middle (madhyama) or infinite (mahal) dimcll- 
sion (Parimli1Ja). If it is infinitesimal or middle in dimension, 
\:hen knowledge will reveal only a part of the object 'wilh 
which the Self through the ani ahkara
w is in contact. But 
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that will spell disa
ter for the full knowledge of an object as 
never being realized b)' the Sel.t. Akha1].cj.ananda, suggesting as 
he does to defend this position, also shows that it is finally 
untenable. He says in favour of the position that even by 
contact with a fractional part ot the body, sandal-paste can 
make the whole bod) fragrant; similarly knowledge, even 
though connected with a snlall portion of the object, can 
luake possible for the Self to have full knowledge of it. But 
he 
hows that revelation of an object supposes a contact estab- 
li
hed between the subject and the objec.t, but knowledge 
being of infinitesimal or Iniddle dhnension cannot establish 
such a contact zn full. The analogy of the sandal-paste can- 
not stand, for knowledge is not a component (savayava} 
entity, for which reason it cannot also be conceived as extend- 
ing (vzSara'lJasIla)llG. The Iniddle dimension of knowledge 
will, moreover, Ina:ke it dependent on the avayavas or cOlnpon- 
enl parts, but it is not possible for knowledge, a partless entity. 
If knowledge is held to be of inhnite di1nension, then it wilt 
make the Self, the substratum of it, as possessing infinite know- 
ledge at any particular monlent of cognition. But empZ1lcalli> 
the Self is never infinitely conscious when any knowledge lri"es. 
in it. Thus in no wise can the SaIikhya hold that knowledge 
can ever be a component entity (dravya) which position jeopar- 
dises the empirical universe of the Self's knowledge. Hence 
Prakasatmayati proceeds towards the analyses of the remaining 
alternatives as to the nature of knowledge as held by the 
Naiyayikas and the Prabhakaras. He shows that according 
to this view, consciousness or knowledge is a quality (gu
za) 
adhering to the Self which is its substratum. Thus knowledge 
attaches to the Self which being inert according to these 
Schools becomes conscious of the objects whenever such attach- 
ment occurs. Thus the quality of consciousness makes the 
Self, otherwise unconscious, as conscious, Prakasatmayati 
exanlines this view of consciousness as a quality adhering to 
the Self and making the latter revealed through it. He says 
that this view of the N aiyayikas and the Prabha:karas unneces- 
sarily supposes consciousness as a distinct quality belonging to 


116 ltaticandanabil1do.
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the Self and making it revealed. If revelation be the lllark of 
the Self, then it is better to adulit, as the Advaltists do, 
that it is self-revealed or self-Juminous. To pO
luJate (he SeH 
as unconscious and then to establish it a
 po

essing the 
quality of consciousness is a greater 1)lep ill the epistemological 
and metaphysical conceptions of the Self; it nlakes an unneces
 
sary schislu between the Self and Consciousness by making the 
fallacy of postulating it as unconscious. To avoid these ten- 
.dencies that lead to the essential nature of the Self. being 
unrevealed by Itself, the Advaitist holds that the Self is essenti- 
ally Consciousncss that is self-luminous, and not the scat of 
confo.ciousne
s. Hence Plakasatmayati following this Advaitist 
theory shows that Consciousness like the lighl of the lamp is not 
dependent on any other sl1nzlaJ elllily for its revelation. This 
-Consciousness again is not born or originated in the Self which 
being essentially Consciousnes,
 does not wait for suth Consci- 
ousness to originate. Thus the Self is nothing apart frOlll 
Consciousness which being revelalion in e
sc})ce is never a 
rcreated or originated entity, for such revelation is eLernaJly 
present without any previous absence of it lJ 7. Hence the Self 
being eternally conscious is self-luminous and not dcpendent 
.on an,yr extraneous consciousness, as SUcll extraneous consci- 
ousness is never originated in it, but. is the eternal nature of ie. 
Thus the Advaitist position as brought out by Prakasatmayati 
following the slight hint of his predecessor, PadInapada l (t 1 i{j. 
ye
pi kalpe'nzcchato'pyatmaiva C1fzprakaSa 1ipadyale: Paficap1i- 
,dika.1 P. 315) brings out the [u1I itllplications of the AdvaiLisl 
.conception of the Self and Consciousness. In doing so, he fol- 
lows faithfully the characte)"islic of self-IunlinosItv as expound
 
.ed by him l viz. 1 independence of any other silnilar entity for 
xevelation (
aJliliyaprakliS1i:n[aJanair(ljJelnyam) as established 011 
the analogy of the light of the lanlp. Here also he brings out 
more e1aborately that such self-lulninosity i1) not the essential 
mark of Consciousness alone, but also of the Se1f as hring in 
,essence Consciousness, like the sun in eStlcnce being revela( ion 
and not anything apart from it. Thus herein also he brings 
in a luaterial illumination, the revelation of the sun, as being 


111 pUl{1ablu1.t'aS17nyat,. ado ln na tasYfl }aJlJlN".l/w'/lwfl-( Tall "adil)(JJ/a, 
P. 314). 
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the example (dH{allla) to establIsh self-Iu111inosity of the Self 
as not being differcnt in C:::.s<.nce tr0111 self-Iunlinous Conscious- 
ness. Hence PrakasatIllayati is driving at the thesis he has laid 
down-that of self-Iunlinosity (svaprakaSatva)-and is showing 
that the Self is self-luminous as being in essence one with 
Consciousness. lIS 
The discussion as to the nature of knowledge, as conceived 
in the SaIlkhya view, is carried on for further exanlinatioH by 
Prakasatmayati following the hint of his predecessor, Padnu- 
pada. The discussion centres round the view of the n1iddl
 
, dimension (madhyama-parima
zatva) of knowledge that is cl 
possible alternative in the Sallkhya view of knowledge as an 
. object (dravya). It has been already examined by them as to 
which hypothesis this view will lead to, and it has been shown 
that such a hypothe
is cannot work well, for, it. will make 
knowledge, a partless entity, dependent on its parts (avayavas) 
-a view which is an absurdity. Yet Padmapaa by a hint 
. opens this possible alternative for further discussion, and 
PrakabatInayati and Akhal).gananda exalnine it fully. Padnla- 
pada says that it is granted that knowledge is of Iniddle dimen- 
sion (madhyama-panma
2a), an alternative Inaking knowledge 
. dependent on its parts. But this granting itself is vitiated by 
the fact that knowledge or consciousness is not dependent on 
any other entity or entities (like its parts) except the Pure Self 
(At1nan).1J<J From this faint suggestion Prakasatmayati and 
AkhaJ).gananda try to bring out the full ilnplications of this 
possible al ternative and after full scrutiny reject it as unten- 
able. Prakasatmayati shows that even if knowledge or ronSClOHS- 
ness be regarded as of middle dimension (l1wdhy a ma-pari- 
1nli
w), there may not be any inconsistency in making it depen- 
,dent on parls; for, it may be urged that though knowledge or 
<.onsciousness is dependent on parts, it is all the same depen- 
dent on the Pure Self, as an earthen jar (gha[a), though depen- 
dent on itl) c0111ponent part& (kapalas), is dependent on the 
. ground (bhiifala) as its locus (adhi
{hana). Hence knowledge 


118 (Illnati e safi ritmUH.a 'l)H.dd;sa(Ju
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n1ay well be said to h.lve .lS its locus «(u.lhz
! I((ina) the Purc Self 
(Alman), evcn if it l
 of middle com..pO\1le dlrJ1ell
l(..)/l. 1'1'01. 
la
atmayati hilll
elf refutes thi!) vicw by f>howing that lhcre is. 
a gulf of diffcrence between thc earthcn jar and pure <..ons- 
.clOUbness or knowledge, both 01 which cue sought to be depen- 
denl on an extraneou
 lo(u
 (adlll5! h1illa) dS (Olllpositc Ultilic
. 
But as consciou
nc
s or knowledge il:l pun: and indivIsible for 
the fact that it is not something othcr than the Pure Self \vhi(h 
it must pre-suppose £11'> ils locus, 1l (.lllnot be s.ucl with ally 
logical argument that lhcrc i
 no IllCOlll'>i!,tC1KY in il
 being, 
regarded as a composite cntil \. dependcllt OIl the !>m e ScH. 
The earthen jar prc-bupp0'JC" <in extral1eou(.) lo<..us, like the 
ground, but pure (Ol)S(.IOUbnc
!' is nOl difl.erent from its. 
supposed locus, i C., Purc Self. 'rhus there IS a fundd.Illental 
difference in their nature wh1(11 cannot drd.w any analogy 
between them. Praka
atIna}ati lurther 
how':i th?t (:)l1scious- 
ncss or knowledge shines in its own light and hcnce <..annot be 
equated with the earthen jar lhat is .reve..tied by an 
exlernal light. The lamp reveals the jar a
 a Jil)lit1<.L 
entity, but Pure Consciousnc
s as revealing the external 
objects shines in ils own light and make
 J.tself as thc ground 
01 all revelation, i.c., Pure Self. Thus Prakasatmayati'
 an.:lly- 
sis of the Advaita view i
 in conformity with the naturc ot the 
Self as Pure Consciousnc
s thal shInes in ib own light and. 
vou<..hsafes for the revelal10n of cvery olher entil} lying out- 
side. He sticks to hi:, previously-expounded view of 
cIf- 
luminosity that Illatenal illmuination of the light or the larnp 
is thc ground of analogy or intellectual ilIumu1ation of <..onsd- 
ousness-a view seeming'Iy unorthodox in lhe Advaitist inter- 
prctation. 120 Yet as has been alnply elaborated by u
 above 
!>rakasatmayati's thesi!> of self-luminosity all thc
c both 
categories of illumination i
 not inconsistent in the 
least. He only suggests the non-dependence of the self-lumin- 
ous principle Oll any other factors outside it
elf and that. may 
be regarded as quite AdvaiLisl on epistenlological and It, eta.- 
physical interpretations. However, Akhal).c;lal1anda il1 his. 
TaLllladrpana bring's out Prakasatmayati's attempt LO .Iddul.c 


J.
O pracl'ipena pt a/.;("i;ltam ita all 
ciltp,aA(;8a!j,; anl/otl/(;, I..{j:
tl/("Irl 
bl/(l'.a
-(Vi'/..'ara!ll'. P. 315). 
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further proofs (d. pramli
li1lllaiiip'ek
a)'a P!CcJlall-rlVa;a
w. 
P. 315), as springing out of the opponents' (1 c., upholders like 
the Sankhya of compoJlle consCZOlisness dependent. on a locus). 
dissatisfaction on the Advaitist conception of the equation of 
Pure con
dou
ness and Pure SelL These opponents Ilia}" urge, 
as AkhaIfQ.ananda shows, that cven con
dousness, as the reveal- 
er of the objective world, Inay be regarded as separate from the 
Self; for, it is seen in the objective case, like the destinatioll 
(say, village) of the act of 'going' (ga17],lkll)'a) that the Lonner 
is separate frOll1 the act adhering to a different entity (i.e, lhe 
subject) than it
eH (d. the grammatical diLtum-pwasamaveta- 
kliy1iphalaS1ili t varil, lWT/nalva171,). Thus the expression 
'maya avagara
l' (known by myself) like the expression 'maya 
gato gramal/ (village reached by myself) lllay well be con&is- 
tendy used, ev<.n if the 'act of knowing' as revealIng the mean- 
ing of someihtng is not &trictly enforced as non-different from 
the subjecl, the Pure SelL For, it may ver) well be said that 
the meaning is discovered by the Self lhrough a conSCiOusness 
that is merely an in
trument of, and, never identical with, the 
Sel£121. Thus it is clear frOlu the anahsis of Akhandananda 
J . . 
that the Advaitist contention of the lion-difference ot the Self 
and Consciousne
.., has to be explained further. so that the 
opponents' viewpoint may not stal}d. This ta&k of proving tbe 
Advaitist thesis is taken up by Praka
atlnayati following his 
predecessor, Padmapada, and is ably elucidated by his follower, 
Akhaq,<Lananda. Prakasatma) ati shows that the Pure Self is. 
non-different from Pure Consciousness on logical and epistel110- 
logical grounds. The Pure Self as one, eternal entit) (ekah 
sth1iyyatma) is logically to be upheld as the abiding principle 
of all knowledge. Now, epistemologically speaking, this know- 
ledge is an indivisible entity that is also eternally abiding in all 
our conscious I110nlents; for, knowledge it5elf does not change 
from moment to moment as the objects or contents of kno'\<,,"- 
ledge do. Thus Knowledge or Consciousness having no inter- 
nal fragmentation i
 not different from the Pure Self which is 
the ground of all our con\)cious moments. This knowledge or 


1
t 'mal!'; (fat.) (f1l1Mal/' itl/lI1..t,. 8/ iinyar/omd'lIl1(i'1JJaI/afl'aJll ?/athrr 
gr(imas,1ja, tadtadataqaf,ph 
1{jfll//..taf1('.pl 'ma,l/(;l'agatah' iti /1/apadda 
o/ltJ,I/afa ifi pramli!uinfmYlijl ".n1.. tal'1l(OII, ni cQd,1/fiJtl/{(li-(1'aft I arlip(ma. 
P. 316) 
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(Consciousness a
 Pure Spirit or Self is also 1:Iuppoftcd by thc 
fact that neilher is a knowable entity like the extelll,.tl objeLt 
Either 
hines by its own light <.lnu. lights up thc whole know- 
able universe 'rhus the one, indivisIble plindpJe of all our 
.constious moments is the Purc SeH ({\' COllsdou
ne
s and Hot 
thc Pure Self bcsid<,£s moments. of COlh<.iOUSllCSS, Akh
l11
ldllan<la 
finely blings out the'3c <.lrgumcIH
 in a 

 llogi
U( 101111 thus: 
..1 lmii anubhavanniitl1 iCV(l[e
 .\U JJl vulkal matviinadhzllal (l
Ultve 
,;atyapa 1 ok.5alv'lil, Srl1h1.!lduad l IYai t lia?/-(Tall'{I(ulipana. P. 
H5). 
'rhis probans (helu) viz., MllJrtJldkaJ matvlinadltllwla
w{ve 
,5atyapyal0k
Wl7.11il il) the ground 01 
df-IUlninosity as the Ad\'ai- 
tists propound, and this probans herc foIlows frOlll l)rakas
it- 
nlayati's similar anal)
jb of COJ1bciou"ncss (.
a1i1"(ledflna or 
ml/1;ozl) as not being the object of any knowing (aJ1llbhavadhi- 
1la
z(ldhlk({,\ya ca .olsayavadanlilmalual- Vwarana. P. 315). 
Now, the the'3h of the Advaitist'i that in Consciou
ncss there is 
no internal fragulcntatiol1 due to the changing si.ate
 of know- 
ledge is sought to be pro\cd by Prakasatm, ayati folIowmg. 
'Padluapada Padulapada shows that thcre would have hcen 
.the neccssity 01 a double aS
'Llmplion in the case of lcgarding 
Consciousness as the object of our knowing Z1
 (llffeJ enl 
rnomfn/
 of knowledge; for, that position would first posit 
that there are inner fraglllCI1Lary bits in Consciousne:-s which arc 
known differentl) on different occasions of our knowing the 
external object';. But that would again lead uc; to tbe concep- 
,tion of a 1ultver,)al consciousness (sam1inymh sarhvz/{vam) 1ikc 
the universal cowhood (sama1lymh golvam). However, that 
would be going against the Jogical and epistelnologi<.d .lCcura< y 
that follows fr0111 thc viewpoint of the Advaitists who adv{)(atc 
that the nlomcntaty bits of consciousness can never be posited as 
dtsttnct from the Pure Consciousness, except by the 3dmission 
.of the variations of objective forms] 22. The epistemologkal and 
logical defects in the adn1ission of a unille1-,
fll like Cons( ious- 
'TIess distinct fronl existent states of consciousness arc nicely 
brought out by Praka
atma\ati and Akhan
Hina))da. Pra- 
lasatmayati shows that the defect of the admis,ion of greater 
postulation (kalpanlil{all1a.uado5a) naturaIJy cnsucs upon the 


1221 na ('(J 'Jlil<i71llbhal'ali, 1)if(i/1/(bl/(J.1 (/
l" ifi ,.[soYa! i!H'<I,(J)J(I/(illlm
a;'I7I1;/ah 
uogafo /18f1W Za!.',qljflfp,-(PaikojJ£;cZil.:ri, P 316) 
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adInission of such a view; Lor, he &ays that we have fir
t tOo 
po
it the existence u[ indi\1dual states (vlJe)abheda) that are 
then to bc postulated a
 the fragmentations of the universal 
consciousnes
 (.samanyablzeda) anci that will land us into un- 
necessary double pOlitulation Ak.hal).
anJ.nda further c1arifie
 
the position b) sa)ing that the opponent
' viewpoint leads U
 
to the position of the double postulation from which thc 
Advaitist.. can casil) extricate himself For, J.ccording to the 
Advaiti'it, Consciou
ness a'i pure and indivisIble is the 0'111) 
Truth, whereas the dlfferen(e
 in it are all apparent \"£11'\ ing 
frOlu occasion to occasion due to the objective fonn
 Hence 
he can easily posit one prInciple-the All-pervasive Conscious- 
ness, by ignoring the fragmentations altogether. But the 
opponent has, out (,£ sheer bad logic, to posit both lhe Univer- 
sal. Consciousness and the fragmcntar) states, whereafter he can 
say that the fragnH.-ntions are the outcome of the Universal 
Consciousness. BUl he has all the same the position of both 
the Univer!3al and the indh iduals. froDl which defect of 
unnecessary postula tion (k al jJalla ga 711 aVfl) the Ad vai tIS l i '> 
immune. 123 The Advaitlsl posit ion that Consdousness has no 
internal fragmentation (':uaga{abhedabhaua) is eSlablished b\ 
Prakasatmayati by the argunlent that suc.h internal fragulent- 
ation is untcnable fo:" the fact that Consciousne&s as Pure Spirit 
h not by itself fragmented even internal1y; but all the frag- 
Inentations are due to the objective variations. This argu
 
ment introduced b) Padmapada with the examples of 'consci- 
ousness of blne' (nllamr'izv1/) and 'consciousness of yello\'\." 
(PUasrhvit) to establish the Advaitist theory of indi
isibility of 
consciousnes
 as sZlch is, as is suggested by Akhandananda, 
likely to be challenged b} the opponents; for, as he says, they 
might argue that as Consciousnes
 is the revealer like a lamp, 
it has internal changes from the changing modes as from the 
changing flickers. But Prakd:satma)ati and Akhanganand3 
show that such an argument cannot stand for the fact that 


l

 a12ubho./ a1.:yaktLlJ7/ed(7bI1YlllJa(famp'nllgafw.vo.l'alMll'okelufl'eruln1fblla1 ta- 
".o.mus1ayani./famift (fOUTa! am. "yal.:fl/ad..-ye tn {((glial am, "yakterfJ'il.:yarh 
blledap1atibllii.SaS.lIuupiidldl.'atvamil? l.(72)anarh taviipi samanamiff ee.t, no.; 
sihn{inyal ise
abhedOlh pa1 ikalplJa ,'{({mal/yahl, eilapraflblw8asyaupiUhil.' atliyrilt 
1.
a7p/fat1 {it tal a l..alpanii adllikii, ta
nu7tld'a erlin1lbna1.a it.llartha
- 
(Tatt'l.'aclipana, Pp. 315-316) 
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'Consciousness does not change due to its modes WhlCh fP e 
really existent but is unchanging by if
elf whereas its nl0dc'5 a1'e 
mere reflections on different fonus of the objective 'world. 
Prakasatmayati, following Padmapada, further examines 
the viewpoint or the opponents who 
cek to cstabli&h fragment- 
ations in Consciousncss h\ the fact ot the destruction and 
,endurance (vino.s{a"Ui1laJ{atva) of the 
tate
 of it. Padmapada 
EeenlS to suggest the opposite viewpoint by showing that des- 
truction and endurance of the states of Consciousncss are facts 
-oJ: experience; hence there ll1USt be fragmentation'} in Consci- 
OUE-ness-states which arc created and de
troyed under paTti- 
cular circumlJtances of the knowing subject. Such a view, based 
CIS it is on solid psyc.hological and episten1010gical grounds, is 
sought to be controvcrted from the Advai tist standpoint 
yehemently,-filst by Padmapada and then by Praka
atmayati 
and Akhat}Q.ananda. Padl11apada's contention is that this 
,destruction and this endurance (vina5lavina
\'tava) of Consci- 
ousness as its States, are themselves untenable hypotheses and 
hence the) cannot be taken to bring about thc supposed fact 
of fragnlentation of consciousneslJ, He shows that there is a 
'petitio principi' in this view which naturally becomesl a bad 
logic to prove anything. Destruction and endurance of 
'Consciousnc
s, under particular situations of objective know- 
ledge, pre
suppose that states of Consciousness under these 
situations are lio'J'n (janya) to account for the knowledge of 'the 
particular mOlnents; but as the concept of birth or origin- 
ation of the states of Consciousness is valid only when a 
previous d
struction and a previous endurance of some states. 
of it have been established, the pre-supposition of such birth 
or origination is merely 'begging the question' or 'petitio prin- 
cipi'. This kind of mutual depcndence (anyonyaJrayalva) 
is a defect (dosa) in Indian Logic, for it vitiates the whole 
process of syllogism by trying: to prove a proposition by an 
ul1established middle which by pre-supposing a condition has. 
to wait for that condition to he cstab1ishcd first bv itself. 
Padmapada hints at thi
 fonn of had logic h\ sho'
ing the 
untenability of the opponent
' viewpoint of the fragmenta- 
tions of Consciousness 011 the gtrcngth of 1he proce
es of des- 
truction and endurance of some states of it, and Prakasatlna- 
yati and Akha1).q.ananda exemplify this position further. 



Consciousness as Self-lwninou5 &- Untlary 191 


Prakasatnlayati saYI> that as in the case of the consciousness of 
colours, when there is the <.onSCIOUSllCES of, sa)', blue (nzlasarh- 
vit), there is no consciousness ot any othcr colour, say, yellow 
(pUa.'J1ilhvlt). Hence the opponents lnay argue that there i1) the 
endurance of the perception 01 one colour (blue) and the 
d.estruction of that of other (yellow), whence it follows that 
there is a divisIOn in Consciousness itself a
 of blue and yellow. 
Akhau9.ananda hnely improves upon the clarifications 01 his 
predecessors by showing that therc IS no point in saying that 
a particular Lonsciousness is absent at the time of another 
..{.ollsciousness. . For absence of d. particular consciousness lnay 
nlean either the absence 01 the attendant condition (vzse.Ja
za- 
1'yavrtyii) or the absence of the entity itself (ms' e
avyavrttya). 
But either case is untenable to prove the absence of conscious- 
ness, for, the first alternative nlerely denies the absence of the 
palLicular and not the absence of the entity itself; the second 
gugge
t"J an inlpossibility-for. absence of the entity itself is 
11<..\ er possIble by the absence of any of its particular modcs. 
Thus Akhandananda shows very 10gicall
 that even on the 
opponents' theory of the destruction and endurance of parti- 
cular statcs 01 consciousnC'%, by the assuInption of the empiri- 
cal cvidence of the perception of a particular colour when 
therc is absenu: of any other colour, does not stand the dialec
 
tical te
ts. For, ab
ence of consciousness can never be posited 
either with the denial of the particular lnode or by the absence 
of the telnporal states.12 1 Even then the opponents' viewpoint 
may not be stayed, for, they may put in fresh arguments to 
prove their casc. Prakasatmayati seen1S to suggest these fresh 
arguments in order to controvert t.henl fInally. As AkhaI).<Jan- 
anda says-vidha n lal ena heltluz sarnaJ I hayale (Tatlvadzpana; 
P. 316) (he i e., Prakasatmayat.i seen1S to justify the opponent
' 
argument), it is worth Prakd
atlnavati's endeavour to throw 
overboard completely the opponents' viewpoint. Thus the 
fresh arguments of the opponents seelIl to be that as, the follow- 
ing state of consciousness (say, of a particular colour like 


1
4 1wsf rinosf au bll(iqas1foh asiddhpl'lty«({,au'ky{ilw, nann niletl, lJt!aS(l- 
'lill ulo' blU(I'(ldlf1 lm'1tl1011J? J. im-!'lbe
a!lOl y{il.rt.fy{i 1Jt8tstm.yth 1ttill? uta 
'nbPS1jal If«(11 tt1fl'tt. (ldVe na sa'liH tdablu71'al.b slddlb1jatl, Jt 7 'lt1.Ife. trosu1dliill- 
..'Muh /"lllo'J1l1at!(7pz darsanti.diti samlidMinogl'antllal tltalt-{Tatt1'adipana, P 316}. 
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'blue') is ocen to be born, it. lllUSt be adlnitted that it has. 
separate ancillaries (conditions) of originatIOn than the preced- 
ing one; for, there can ncver be the origination of two 
perceptions at the yeq saIne mOlnent. HenLc it cannot be 
denied that there is hrst the dcstrUC11011 of the prevIOus percep- 
tion (sa), of a partiLular colour lIke 'yellow') and the birth of 
the 10110"v'ing perception (say, of another partiLular colour' 
like 'blue'). It is here that the above-mentioned charge uf 
anyonyas1ayatva (illutual dependence and Lonsequenlial 'pctitio 
prinClpi') is. urged b\' the Advaitisib. Padnlapada's\argulnent 
starts. from this inevitable fallac) Or material logic 
o which 
the opponents' arguments necessanly boil down In fa
t, there 
are no logical grounds for the opponent'5 to stand on tOXefelld 
their title that there Illusl be di\l::,ions of consciousne
on 
the evidence or the destruction and endurance of the parti- 
cular states or 1110des of Lonsciousness. Thu;;; the fallacy of 
'mutual dependence' starts in order that ,the opponents can- 
not prove that therc arc any desl1 uction and any endurance of 
conscious states that ine\'ltablv beg the quebtion of their 
previous origination. Thus the hint of Padmapada has been 
elaborated exhaustively by Prakasatmayati and AkhaI).9.ananda 
who are trying to support their predecessor more fully. As a 
matter of fact, PrakaMilmayati has shown clearly that this 
'petitio principi' is against the opponents' arguments to prove 
thc fragmentation of Consciou
ness. He, n10rLover, shows that 
such a po,,>itlOn of the opponents who seck to prove their 
thesis 'by the admission of th
 of (ont:;. !
 states will 

ake their-t.lwei'\' -xt
i_

d ..!?
 the defect of unnecessary ostula- 
Hon .(kalpanli
ga:l'tava-dosa); for, as he shows, originatI r: of 
consclOUS states nnplies origl11ation of the state of conse ous- 
ness (s
mvldaJ:t, ulpatli) and the origination of the ob.et\tive' 
coloratI
n (vl
ayoparaklakarasya ca)-thus implying unne

jary 
postul
tIon of two 
riginations. But in the Advaiti
t view 
there IS merely the bIrth of the objective coloration in so ,far 
as co
sciousnes
 is never and under no circumstances postulJted 
as beIng born Hence the Advaitist view is Inore consis. tent 
a
d coherent, both logically and epistemologically, tlJaD' the 
VIew .of 
he Sai1khyas etc. who hold that there mu
t be i:ritemal 
hetens
tlons of Consciousness through particular mQ.des of 
expressIon and who therefore are involved in endles'i, ;rmean- 
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ing hypotheses chal1enged by the Advaitists, as has been shown 
here. From this rather elaborate examination of the opponents" 
view as to the possibilit)' of sarh"{)zdbheda
 it is, a
 by the way, 
shown by these Advaitist teachCJ:s that even the Buddhist (i.e., 
Vzjffanavadzn or Yogac(i'1-a) theory cannot logically stand. This 
Idealistic School of Buddhism suggests that there are endless 
bits ot momentary consciousness which arise in a particular 
perception (k
a
llkavlJfiana7.llida); but a
 these numerous states 
are very similar to one another
 there is no knowledge of their 
actual difference owing to the defect of the very akinness itselt.. 
They compare consciousness to the light of a lamp which has 
numerous momentary flickers, all 0{ the very same nature. 
Thus the VijfL1inavadzn's contention is that these actual 
fragmentations whIch we know as single units of knowledge 
may be taken a:; accounting lor the actual facl of 
uch fragmen- 
tations. But Padmapada and, following him, his tollowers- 
have shown clearly that such a view also is logically untenable 
The argument from very fine similarity of conscious states h 
untenable, for, here also there is the fallacy of mu tual depend- 
ence. Similarity which 
eeks to establish the division (bheda) 
in Consciousness must therefore beg the question of division 
in order that similarity between two divided states may be 
established. Thus the inevitable anyonyasrayatvado
a vitiates 
the whole cycle of the syllogistic inference and hence nothing 
is proved. This is very aptly suggested b) AkhaI]9ananda 
thus: bhede siddhe sadrsvakalPana, tasyll1n ca siddha'Varh tata 
b hedadhigatau b hedaszddhzJ:t it"i ta're ta 1 'asrayaprasanglinmaivam 
tlyaha-tannirlikarOltlz-(Tattvadzpana, P. 3 1 16). Hence the 
Vijfi1irMvadin's or Yogacara's theory of the existence of actual 
fragmentary states of Consciousness is shown to tumble down 
on the logical scrutiny of their case. Prakasatmayati further 
shows that the Vzjfianavadzn's contention that the difference 
between different kinds of Consciousness is not recognised on 
account of the close akinness amongst them stands a very 
simple charge e.ven on his own theory; for, he shows that the 
Vijfianavadin's consciousness, even though fragmented, i&, 
nevertheless, self-revealed; hence even on his own admission 
there must be very little difference with the admission of the 
self-luminous Absolute Consciousness from the viewpoint of 
epistemology. Thu5. the Vijiianavadin's sclf.revealed conscious- 
13 
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ness should naturally reveal the difference subsisting amongst 
the variou
 moment
 of consciousness, in the same way. as those 
moments are themselves revealed. Thus the VzjnanavadllZ 
.commits an epistemological suicide by not admitting the 
l"evelation of the difference as well. Vidyaran}a in hi
 
:Vlvala1'}a-prame')'a-
arhgraha has iurther substantiated this point 
by showing that even SureSvaracarya in his BrhadarmJyaka- 
bhana-varttika has refen-ed to such a logical conclusion that 
the upholders of self-lu111inosit) (including the theory of self- 
revelation of the Buddhist) must lead themselves to. 
Suresvara's analysis, however, spnngs from the untenability of 
.any fragmentation in the Absolute Consciousness, on the basis 
,of the absence of any prligabhava (d.bSenCE due to the previous 
illcn-origination of an object). His argun1ent shows that such 
pr'iigabhava alone can vouchsafe for the origination of an 
object, and naturally, Absolute Consciousness must also be 
regarded as being po
sessed of pragabhava Then and then 
only can we say that it admits of fragmentations (bhedas). 
But as that is untenable on the very face of it for the fact that 
.this jJragabhava also i
 revealed to the Sak
in of the Advaitist 
like all other objects, it cannot be presupposed of the 
Absolute Consciousness. Thus no bheda in it is logically 
tenable, as the VZJnanavadz Buddhist seem to suggest. Hence 
consc..iousnesl) shmzng by ztsell; as a principle, must not depend 
on any extraneous condition to be fragmenled; if that is so, 
.difference in fragmentations should also shine forth in the 
same light of consciousness. 12 .3 The contention IS that the 
Advaitist also recognises such non-revelation in the case of the 
Jivas who are in essence Brahman, as established bv the do.\a 
,(eternal hindrance) like avidya (nescience). But as there has 
been no such ground established in the ca
e of different 
moments of Consciousness, non-revelation of the difference 
amongst them is logically untenable. 126 Praka
atmayati fur- 



.!4 ta87nade"'a
t;a 8am/lIiclanad
A anadltwm ca IJ1iigahllaw r alutatuut 
taduktalh Sllre8L'arat,artt
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tt.iit p1agabhiivo no samddal/'-{Vt1. a1a
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thel' analy
es this point in order to 
ub
tantiate fully the 
Advaitist view over against the opponents' view. Thus he 
trie
 to bring out, flom the -opponents' vzewpoznt
 an inter- 
t.ntial proof for the establishlnent of thcir theory that there 
fila} be the dIfference (as 
upposcd) anlong the different 
monlents of Consciousness. The s)llogistic argument put 
forth by hilll is known as the .samallyatodJl {linumiina (an infer- 
ence based On facc,) of general a
.HlJl],ptlon). This kind of 
syllogism sugg(sts a conclusion which is arnved at by an 
assumption in which another sinular gene) aJ fact is taken as 
the ground. The in1erential syllogism suggested by Prakasat- 
mayati is based on the assuInption of the universal conconlit- 
ance subsisting betwcen the 'probans' (lzetu) of 'being revealed 
by a permanent internal illuminathe cognition' and the 
probandum (siidhya) of 'having difterences anlOng the similar 
bib ot something, This vyapti or concOlnitance is ilnposed 
on Consciousne
s by the opponents (I.c., rl p1anavadz Buddhist 
who admits of the existence of such probans through the 
assumption of a general fact .1nd thi
 general tact is the case 
01 the lighl, 
ay of the lamp. Now this abIding light of the 
laIup being revealed by ztself (as PrakasatInayati has taken it 
to bc without the strict Advaitist <..onception 01 a difference 
between mate1Zal zllumznatzon and zntelleclual illumznatlon) 
adnlits of the differcnce in fialnes of every moment. Similarly, 
the intellectual illumination of Consciousness also admits of 
difference among its mOlnents, being itself self-revealed as the 
one abiding principle 1
7 Akhal).c;lananda shows that this. 
.syllogism lays emphasis all the two aspects 01 the cognition 
(buddhz), viz, sthiiyi (permanent) and prakaSa (illuminative), 
for the fact that there must be the recognition of the self- 
lunlinous cognition whether of Iilaterial illumination like the 
light of the lamp or of the intellectual illuminalion like 
Consciousness, and these two entities Inust be abiding. l2S 


12
 
alnl"tdah ,<tadlsyapJ atl7Jad(1l1 abhedOI.abhiisalt, stlu7yqJ1 al.;tisabuddlti- 
1'edJjaflat, jlolillodltlfonumritwth sakllate-(VHa1a{W, P. 217). 
128 buddhi, edJjotl iiditJjulaf'., glwttidall t'l/al ictirah, tada'ltltain 'p'JQkiisefb' 
"1 t8l' 
anam pra

iisa it
 buddllA h 1J1'akiisal)'llddlHh tad 1 ed1Jat L iid
tYa1 thaZb. 
1J.tpan namiitra'i inastapradipf1.dwyiN:rtt ya1 tlLam-'8thOyitt' rtl,e
al.wtn. sthtiIJi- 
buddhH,('dyatl'ad
t Ijukte gllOfiidau 1ym:ical'alL-tadmthaJh 'p1al.-ilsett'- 
(TattLUdipana, P 317). 
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Prakasatmayati. following his predecessor" Padmapada". shows 
that this type of inference cannot be Inaintained to prove the 
proposed conclusion the opponents drive at; for" the inference 
itself is opposed to the experience and contrary to further 
reasoning. Now an inference based on the general assumption 
cannot be maintained it It antagonises with the direct 
experience of particular instances which are sought to be 
proved h
' inference as possessing a specific quality (like bheda 
here); moreover, opposite valid reasoning (tarka) can nullify 
an inference as proving the particular probandum. Here both 
these factors are present and, therefore, the inference is wrong 
at the very foundation. Prakasatmayati shows that our experi- 
ence of the so
cal1ed bits of ConsciousnesS' does not prove that 
there is a difference alnong them, but on the contrary, prove
 
that those bits suppose an abiding Consciousness that is extend- 
ed through all moments. This ernpirical proof cannot be 
doubted, for, without the recognition of such an abiding 
principle no moments or Consciousness can be satisfactorily 
explained as all the moments presuppose the existence of this. 
permanent background in the origination of our empirical 
behaviour. The. opposite valid reasoning (tarka) that arises 
against this inference of the opponents is with regard to the 
charge levelled by the Advaiti
ts which has been brought out 
above, viz, that bheda or difference among bits of consciou'3- 
ness should also shine forth in the self-same light of self- 
luminous Consciousness, had there been actuall y such a: 
difference existent. Hence Padmapada, Prakasatmayati and 
AkhaIJ.q.ananda have given us enough grounds from the 
Advaitist standpoint to establish their viewpoint as being 
based upon very solid arguments, both empirical and logical, 
to triumph over the viewpoints of the opponents. 
Padmapada's analysis of the nature of Consciousness leads 
him on to the analysis of the Self as connoted by the former, 
whence he tries to explain how emPirical moments of Consci- 
ousness can also be justified. This apparent division in the 
logical analysis of the Self as Consciousness, admitting of 
empirical moments" is explained as not unjustifiable by 
Prakasatmayati and Akha1.).dananda. They say that the 
Advaitist interpretation of the Self as Consciousness must 
needs explain how the different emPirical moments in our 
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daily existence arise from the standpoint of that interpret- 
ation. Hence Padmapada is perfectly within the limits of 
logic when he seeks to explain this phenomenon. Padmapada 
')ays that the different empirical moments are explained if we 
recognise the Self as the permanent principle of Conscious- 
ness, and not jeopardised; for, the Self as such (cf. tas1J1li.t. 
cztsvabhava evlitmli-Paiicapadzkli. P. 317), is only mani- 
fested in particular Illoments through the particular psychoses 
taking place in the Inental entity (anlallkala
w-v! ltt
); in tact 
the Self as Pure Consciousness, the abiding principle at all 
experience under these particular processes or psychoses, is 
delimited as such and such temporal and objective knowledge; 
the objective content of Consciousness makes for such objec- 
tive determination of Consciousness. J29 Hence the Advaitist 
argues that there may be empirical moments of Consciousness, 
even though the Self as Pure Consciousness is the only Reality_ 
Herein, however, sets in a fresh and very serious probleln 
that the opponents try to urge against the Advaitist. They 
point out that such a recognition by the Advaitist win make 
his position precarious by making the Pure Self the Ego 
(ahaizkli1'a) or the "l'-consc!ousness as the experiencer of all 
the enlpirical c.ognitions of the objective world. 1 .\O Thus the 
Advaitist finds hinlself in a very tight corner by admitting the 
,empirical moments of Consciousness which is, however, non- 
different from the Pure Self, for, in such a position, his Pure 
Self no longer remains Pure, but becomes the Ego, the 
rahanka'fa 7 as the experiencer of all such moments. Prakasat- 
mayati ably refutes this charge of the opponents by bringing 
tOut the real Advaitist view according to which the Pure Self 
is independent of all the empirical and psychological states or 
-stages, but these states demand the delimitation of the Pure 
'Self as Consciousness for the purpose of pragIllatic behaviour. 
Hence when the subject of any knowledge is referred to, the 


1
9 tena pramllyabhedenopadhlyamuno'l1vbhatJlbhidhilni'ljakaih la7)hate- 
(Paiicapadika. P. 317). 
130 1'

ayilnubha1,a1neva nimttfikrtya-'alwmitt' d1af}
rpa1'(7mar8iidatma- 
il"filta1ikiirak Saml'ltiak 1,ti codayati-.bti{lIlamata eLct£'-(rivarana, 
Pp. 317-318}. 
b{iiJ1l,amata e /.. a-1. iqayilnubltavanim1.Uo'nidamiltmako' hai"klirrrZt 1.uT!1'!Jate 
-(Pari.capiltZIA'il, P. 318) 
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Pure Self is designated as '1' (dra
tr) and hence becomes 
referred to in an objective relation in the knowledge; othe:r- 
wise the objective world would not have been brought ;n 
contact with the subjective consciousness, """ hence all our 
pragmatic life would cease. 131 


1.31 drastrrupena pariimarsa'Jya 'bi,ayii:nubhavo ntm
ttam, anyatlta d'rast- 
riidivibhiigasunyascmmatraLabh,iisa'fJ, 8!1iidzti bAilva(L-(Vn.ara'lja, P. 318) 



CHAPTER VIII 
AN ANALYSIS OF THE STATE OF DREANILESS SLEEP 
(SU$UPTI) FROM THE ADVAITIST VIEvVPOINT- 
BRINGING OUT THE NATURE OF THE PURE 
SELF AS DISTINGUISHED FROM THE 
EGO-CONSCIOUSNESS. 


Prakasatmayati's analysis of the nature of the Pure Self 
in our conscious life, based upon the suggestions put forward 
by his predecessor, Padmapa.da, gives rise to a very vital and 
interesting study of the state of dreamless sleep (s
upti). 
Padmapada shows that the opponents' arguments of the 
revelation of the Ego (ahankara) as the Advaitists' Pure Self, 
should also be carried out in the state of dreamless sleep,. 
wherein his theory obviously fails. Praka.sa.tmayati and AkhaI).- 
g.ananda further examine this analysis and come to the inevit
 
able conclusion that the opponents' Ego cannot be said to shine 
a
 the Advaitists' Pure Self or Pure Consciousness does. The 
main argument against the opponents' viewpoint is that in 
dreamless sleep (su
uptt) where all the functions of the inter- 
nal and external organs cease, the Ego (ahankara) cannot shine 
at all, but the Self as Pure Consciousness still shines (cf. 
the Sruti: atrayam puru
al:z svayamJyottl}). In the dreamless 
sleep, then, Pure Consciousness cannot be said to have been 
brought to a cessation, for that would mean that Consciousness 
has left the body by making it, consc
ousness-less-an absnrd 
proposition. In dreamless sleep, what then is actually the 
slate according to the Advaitists. The functions of .ill the 
organs being stopped, Pure Consciousnes
 or the Self shines. 
forth in its own light, with the fullness of avidya (nesc!.cnce) 
lying passive on it. There is no creation cr uestruction of 
knowledge-situations, no rising and falling of th'" (lvzdyaka or 
illusory world; the Pure Self alone shines forth as the self- 
luminous principle as the mere substratum of the passive state 
of the all-engrossing avidya. Thus when the Ego is no longer 
active in SU$Uptt, the Pure Self shines on; and hence in this 
state at least, the opponent loses all the force of his arguments.. 
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This dialectical method is brought. to a very fine logical con- 
clusion with the help of a syllogism by Akhal).Q.ananda: (tath1i 
ca prayogaf;,-ahankaralj" natma; asati prattbandhe tasmtn 
bhiisamane satyanavabhasamanatv1it, ghatavadltyarthalj,:- 
(Tattvadzpana, P. 318). [The Ego cannot be regarded as the 
Pure Self, for when the latter shines and when there zs no 
hindrance, the former does not shine (as in sUJuptt) ; as the pot 

which does not shine in that state, though there is no hind- 
rance to it when the Self shines out)]. As the pot does not 
shine out like the Self in su
uptt when merely the Pure Self 
.(lS such endures and not as the subject to any obJectzve refer- 
ence, so it cannot be held, logically or epistemologically, that 
the subjective or objective reference in knowledge can be the 
Pure Self. Thus the Ego as the Pure Self is an untenable 
hypothesis, at least if this stage of the shining of the Pure Self 
i
 considered. The cessation of the organic functions in 
s
upti, therefore, suggests that there is at least the necessity 
of these factors for the revelation of other references (e.g., sub- 
jective) in knowledge, while the Pure Self is independent of 
them. It endures as the Witness of the full, rarefied state of 
avtdya, but is not caught up within it as being dependent on 
other extraneous factors like the subjective or objective state 
in knowledge. This is what is suggested by Prakasatmayati 
and AkhaI).Q.ananda in their analysis of the stage of sU.(jupt! and 
the nature of the Pure Self in it, as distinct from the nature 
of the Ego which is meaninglessly sought to be equated by the 
opponents with the Pure Self. Luminosity of the two in 
.su
upti is at poles asunder and this fact alone vouchsafes for 
the distinct nature of the Pure Self in su
uplt. 
The opponent, however, may argue on by saying that the 
Ego does not shine in su
uptz, not because of the fact that it 
is distinct from the Pure Self (as the Advaitists contend), but. 
because of the fact that there is no revelation of the Ego, as 
the subject must depend on the revelation of the object (cf. 
vi
ayanubhavanimztto dra
tr-1"'fj,pavabhaso'hamullekhal:z, tadra- 
hite su
upte kathamasya prasangaJ:t-Viva1"at}a, P. 318). Akha1).- 
.gananda elucidates this point by showing that the knowledge 
.0£ the object (vi
ayanubhava) must be regarded as the basis of 
the revelation of the object (vi
ayavabhasalj,), as the 
.oObject itself is unrevealed or inert (jada). Knowledge pre- 
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supposes an objective factor as much as the subjective, and 
.hence there must be the revelation of the object when know- 
ledge arises; but this epistemological necessity does in no wise 
pre-suppose that the Self as Pure Consciousness should remain 
unrevealed, when the objective or the subjective factor in 
knowledge is such. To do so is to comluit an epistemological 
suicide by debarring the rise of the Consciousness at any 
tage 
of our life-waking or dreaming. The Ego-consciousness i
, 
no doubt, co-eval with the objective consciousness, but in the 
.5u.5upti-stage a higher Consciousness prevails, transcending. 
both. Thus the opponents' arguments Inay have good logic in 
.our waking or dreaming life, but not in the dreamless life. 
The Pure Consciousness is ever-revealed and self-luminous, be 
there any subjective or objective revelation or not. Hence to 
argue, from the absence of the revelation of the objective fa<.tor 
in dreamless life, that the Ego is naturally unrevealed, meanb 
that there is the self-shining Pure Consdousness and not wha.t 
the opponents try to establish, viz., that the Ego is the Pure 
Consciousness, but unrevealed in that state. Such an an;u- 
ment makes their logic all the sadder in so far as their ConscI- 
ousness becomes an unreliable master, himself falsely depend- 
-ing on so-called reliable servants. These facts have been very 
cryptically summed up oy Akha1fQ.ananda in hIS T attvadzpana 
where he has shown that Pure Consciousness is not dependent 
on any other factors for its revelation and hence is quite dis- 
tinct from such dependent entities like the Ego132. As to the 
.question raised by the opponents that the Ego cannot be 
revealed in su
uptt because of the absence of the object and its 
revelation, these Advaitist writers have further shown that the 
Ego as seer (dra
ta) being dependent on the seen (drsya) (d. 
dra
trvam saprattyogirupam-Vivara1Ja, P. 319), cannot be 
regarded as independent of any bUch factor (ni5Prattyogirupam) 
.as Pure Consciousness. The Ego, therefore, falls to the cate- 
gory of the unconscious, which however becomes the consci- 
.ous seat in knowledge (d. sa cedamahamarthalJ,-Vivarava, 
P. 319). Thus it falJs short of the naturc of Pure conscious- 


132 'l:i
ayi1nublto!:asylit rnlinliUiwtl.Jinl1a tatsiidhakat'l.am litmanaZ" 8alhll- 
d1 upatvlicca na tadalHnasiddl"itvamit!lartlwh-(Tat'Cl adipana, P. 318). 
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ness and hence cannot stand revealed in su
upti as the latter 
if) in its own merits. 1JJ 
prakasatmayati, following his predecessor, Padmapada,. 
still elaborately examines the possible arguments of the 
opponents towards the nature of the state of su
uptz Vl$-a.vl
 
the Atman. He first analyses that the probans of dependence 
on a counterpart (sapratzyogztva), which the Advaitist urges. 
against the admission of the Ego as the Self shining in 
su
upti) is vitiated by the defect of asz.ddhz or untenability of 
its own nature; and hence the charge against the Ego as the 
Self in sU4uPtz is worth nothing. The opponents argue that 
the Ego, being conceived as distinct from the object on which 
it is said to depend) can very well be regarded as the Self in 
su
upti. This Ego-consciousness is nevertheless the bhQktr- 
consciousness (consciousness of an enjoyer), but in su
uPt
 it 
is alienated from the vZ$aya-relation and hence is not difficult 
of admission as the Self. (d. p4.ragvyavrttarh dra
trruparh 
bhoktrtvameva) tadabhave sU.}uptavanubhuyata zti coda'Yati- 
nanvahamzti-Vivaratta) P. 319). The force of these argu- 
ments rests on the assumption by the opponents that when in 
su
upti there is no possibility of the apprehension of the 
objects, the Ego naturally seems to be unrevealed (d. tf!t.da- 
bh'iive katharh tatha pratzbhasalJ,-Paficapadika) P. 319). 
Akhangananda brings out the full implication of this argu- 
ment by showing that the opponents' analogy of the 'depen- 
dence on a counterpart' (sapratzyogztva) in the case of the Ego, 
a
 not militating against its being regarded as the Self in 
su
upti where it is naturally unrevealed, is provided by the 
articulation of sound (sabda) which, though not naturally 
revealed as qualified, appears to depend on some factors like 
shortness (hrasvatva) or length (dIrghatva) when we use it as. 
'short' or 'long' 1M,. But Akhangananda points out that if we 
judge from a deeper logical view-point (guq,habhzsandhz»). 


133aniltmait. iikankiira 8 yiidl t
 b hiiMl/'-( V i
 araf.ta, P. 319). 
ahankii'faf;, niitmii, 8apTat
yog£kat'Liit, 't'tna8"Laratt>iicca, ghata'Lat-- 
(Tattvadipana, P. 319). 
131. '/-'isayiinubhal:iibhii1 e 8U8uptau niihamvllekhap'fa8alctiZz" tanmmittat'l.,ii- 
d alLamullekhasya, yathi;. pradesamiitrapartmztmjz, prat
 yogini1'apek
atayi'i- 
'PTatiyamanam h1 as'/.1asabdolle1chitayii 7Jratzpattau 717 at
yoginamapelcljate, 
fad? acllt,ym tlLaZz,-{1'atf1 adipana, P 320). 
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the opponents are caught up in their own net of arguments, 
and cannot therefore establish their point of VIew. Thi
 
deeper logical analysis wIll show that what the opponents lrl 
to suggest here is vitiated by their own arguments previou&l) 
held; for, when they hold that the Ego is not dependent on 
any counterpart in the SU$Uptz-state, It must be regarded that 
it is never dependent on such a counterpart. But that will be 
going against the fundamental position of the opponents who 
hold that the Ego is so dependent at other states of our life. 
viz., the waking and the drealning. Even if the opponenb 
admit the previous supposition.. that admission will entail 
them in the difficulty that the Ego should be revealed at all 
states even without the objective counterpart. But that is, 
never an epistemological fact. Hence the opponents are put 
into insurmountable difficulties by trying to hold that the Ego 
i
 not dependent in the .su:mpti-state on any counterpart. 
while it is in other state&, for that makes theIr position all 
the more precarious by the exposure of the unstable nature of 
the Ego. The argument from the analogy of the 'shortness' 
or 'length' of sound also cannot save the opponents front 
being dragged in
o such a position. True it is that the sound 
(&ay, of 'a') is not short or long as the parti<.ular &patio-telnpo- 
ral ethereal vibration, but is such whenevel we wzsh to a1l'L- 
culate it as short or long, then depending on the shortness or 
length of our mode of articulation; yet the Ego cannot be 
said to be naturally independent of any counterpart 
(nz
pratzyogikam) but becoming so dependent whenever the 
objective counterpart is brought into relation with it, so that 
the objective reference always determines its dependence on 
other factors (saprat.zyogzkatvam). Such an impossibility i
1 
not merely epistemological as trying to make the revelation 
of the Ego always present (which is not the case), but also 
logical. The difference in the nature of the Ego in different 
states only pre-supposes that in the s
upti-state, it is not the 
Ego that is revealed but a distinct entity other than the Ego. 
This distinct entity is the Pure Self as Consciousness (as held by- 
the Advaitists) which shines forth in its own light and is never 
dependent on anything for its revelation. This Pure Self or 
Pure Consciousness is not, like the Ego, to be conceived a
, 
being distinct from the other factors which are depended! 
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upon (paragvyav! tta) for it is distinct from the not-Self 
which so depends; it is shining in its own light so that other 
.objects are revealed in its light, and cannot reveal itself. 135 If, 
..however, the opponents still argue that there is no harm if 
in the su
uptz-state the Ego-consciousness remains, the Advai- 
tists answer that when a man gets up from this state he ought 
to remember (sm? tz) that Ego-consciousness of s
uPtl) as he 
remembers the previous day's experience of htmself. But 
that is far from the case. Even If there is no universal rule 
.of remembrance (smrti) after experience (anbhute), yet the 
Ego as not distinct from the Self should also shine like the 
Self. But in no way is it a fact. The opponents cannot 
avoid this charge of absence of remembrance of the Ego, if it 
is experienced in su
uptz) by holding that the Consciousness 
of the Ego being permanent cannot rouse up any $m r tz 
through any residual impression (sarhska1a), for even though 
the Ego is expertenced" they cannot say that its experience is 
permanent. The Ego-consciousness rises and falls with every 
kind of our experience and thus the opponents must needs 
regard it as possessing some SOft of sarhskara to make for the 
rise of its remembrance. If they do not accept this position
 
they will never be able to account for the fact of remembrance 
from their standpoint; for, even the remembrance of the past 
day's experience of oneself must be regarded as a fact and they 
cannot account for it but by accepting that the Ego-conscious- 
ness is not permanent, but vacillating, and thus paves the way 
for its remembrance afterwards. These facts are very consist- 
ently and cryptically summed up by AkhaI?-9.ananda: anu- 
bhavasrayatvasya pr1ig nirastatv1it parth1iro bhavatyeve.tya1- 
thal].-(Tattvadzpana. P. 321), meaning tliereby that the Ego 
does not belong to the category of the enduring Conscious- 
ness, but to that of the distinct not-Self, which is rising and 
135 tata8ca 
'i
aYQ paraktasapratiyogil.;as vab kavas yiiAaitkarasyiitmat'bm1r. 
.
 118 upUi I"anub ha
.al,.iruddltamidamiipats yate ityiiha--tatasca H
ayopariigeti. 
fit/nan astu sarviitmakat vanna pariig'l: yii'brttatii, akamupariigiide va 'b yii'br t - 
t!Jw.abhiisak £tyarthaltr-(Vitara'l)a, P. 321). 
ahaJikara8ya 8ii:pek8atviidatmana8ciinapek
atviit /.;atl
amabheda 'ttyiiha. 
tataAceti sapratzyogikasyiiniitmatvam cet, tm hI tvanmate'pyatmanal} 
pal agL ya 
.Tttat1...iida'flatm at
'iipiita4 ityiiSankyiitmanal.
 pU1"1Jat viit 'I: yiivrt- 
tatvasiddllil ifyiika-fitmana 'tti. ahamityukte vyiiqttatii prathate ityli- 

(lJi!..'ya pratlwnamanyathayati-ahamiti-(Tafttadipana, P. 321). 
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fallIng, coming and going, to the Witness of the Pure Con
ci- 
ousness. 
The Advaitist&, however, are not in an} tight corner to, 
explain their position of the remembrance of the Ego. 
Though they hold that the Absolute or Pure Consciousnes
 
is ever-enduring, they explain their theory of knowledge, in- 
cluding relnembrance, with the help of V!tfzs or mental modi- 
fications. They hold that the ani.g,bkara
za or lnind being a 
translucent entity has the image of the object painted on it 
whenever it is in contact with the object, dIrectly or indirectly, 
and this imprinting of the object is through the lnodification 
it undergoes towards apprehending that object. This modi- 
fication of the translucent mind to apprehend directly or 
indirectly, any particular object is known as the vrtll. Now, 
therefore, Prakasatmayati explains the Advaita theory ot 
remembrance of the Ego (ahaiika'Jasm!tz) with reference to. 
this basic principle of knowledge. He says that there is a 
mental modification of the nature of Ego (ahankaTaka1ii 
anta
kara1Javrttz) when the object is directly brought in con- 
tact with the subject. The I-consciousness as the possessor 
of the objectIve reference in knowledge is the primus of all 
reflective knowledge, and hence the mind is modified into the 
form of the Ego which owns the knowledge. In this way,. 
the Ego being the reflector of consciousness (for,. all vrttis are 
the modes of Absolute Consciousness which expresses itself 
through the subjective and objective aspects of knowledge), 
becomes perceived in reflective knowledge along with the 
objective aspect. Thus there remains a trace (sarnskara) of 
the Ego-consciousness whenever a particular knowledge sub- 
sides. This trace or impression of the Ego-consdousness like 
in all other cases of remembrance, becomes the instrument for 
the remembrance of the Ego in subsequent moments. Thus 
in the re-reflective judgments on the Ego, the knowledge of 
the previous moment of Ego-consciousness as expressed 
through the vrlli becomes roused up in remembrance through 
the trace or impression of that knowledge. 136 


J3G alLam1 rlfYa1:acclllllnamt
1Ji.ntall!.'ara'1)am cattartya
ya 'I:i
ayablttlvamii.- 
pau...'l/ate., tad'V]'ttt-samsktiraj anYa8ma1 a1Jlil.. at: chinnaman taJ.tkara1Jarn lJuna!" 
smrtyanu bh avat m(,cchiidakamiti srna1'u1J.opapattth-( V ivarana, Pp 321-322). 
ah a'tiklirlikiirll f..acidantoh km a
101 rtt
rutpad yate, ta8yam '/.'1 ttyli I a- 
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To defend the Advaitist posItion of the absence of any 
.cognition of the Ego (ahankara) as the Self in the s.UtUptt- 
state, Prakasa:tmayati following Padmapd:da shows how In that 
state there is no cognition of happiness or pleasurableness 
(.Hlkha) as pertaining to enjoyment of the objective pheno- 
mena) adhering to the Ego. The opponents argue that when 
one gets up from drean1less slulnber, he is often seen to speak 
of his pleasing sleep (sukhamahamasvapsam). This pheno- 
menon, therefore, they argue, pOInts to the cognition of the 
Self as a pleased (sukhz) entity and this pleased Self h design
 
.ated as the '1' or Ego when that state is remembered. But 
Prakasatmayati dismisses this argument altogether by showing 
that there is no cognition of any pleasure (sukha) during deep 

lumber (su
uptz). This cognition of pleasure in sU5ujJli 
cannot be taken to postulate the Ego as the Self, the meie 
,enjoyer or happy entity without any objective reference; for, 
the Ego is never perceived as the Self even as a mere happy 
entity. Happiness or pleasurableness is not a fact of the 
.susuptz-state as the absence of unhappiness or unp1easurable- 
ness is. In that state the Ego's functions are all stopped; the 
objective world also ceases to function as being known in any 
way. The Pure Self or Pure Consciousness alone shines in its 
O\V11 light with the fullness of avzdya-seeds lying embedded in 
it as being merely revealed. In such a state, therefore, happi- 
ness adhering to the Ego can hardly be postulated, for the 
Ego as happy is never cognized and hence never recognized. 
What is absent psychologically as being a blind-folded entity 
-is also epistemologically non-existent. Thus the state of 
susupti merely postulates a state of the absence of unhappi- 
ness which characterizes the other states, viz., j1igrat and 
svapna. Even such an absence is negatzvely realized by the 
Self which is absorbed in its own unvacillating nature. Hence 
Prakasatmayati says that there being merely a verbal reference 
(S1ibdajfilina) and no perceptual reference (pratyak
a-jii1ina), 
an implied meaning (lak
a1Ja) can very well be imposed 011 
sllkha as duly.kh1ibhava. 137 Prakasatmayati following Padma- 


b h h'yaktalh caitanyarh 1,'rttt vis4tiinta:J.tkara:t}asiidhakam tasyii8ca vrtterniise 
tat8alh8kiir{jdantal
kar(J:JJ{j]ciirarh sma? a:t}amupaj ayate-( T attvadipana, P. 321). 
137 mu/.;J
ya8ul.'hasarhbha!Jiid du
khiibliiil)a8]Ja lak
'!Ias']Ja 8ampratipan- 
natltlt-(T"H al'a
za, P. 322). 
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pada also shows that the Ego being perceived as happy should 
be happy with regard to an object; but such a position is not. 
.and cannot be regarded as true even by the opponents. Hence 
it is a logical inconsistency to speak of the Ego as happy (in 
the su
uptz-state) with no object of happines
. On the con- 
trary, the Advaitist is strIctI} logical by saying that there is 
Inerely the negatzve feelzng of the absence of any unhappiness 
with no subjective or objective reference, for such an absence 
of unhappiness is, in the negatIve way, our own experience in 
recognition. 138 Even physiologIcal phenomena lIke lightness 
of the body are incapable to postulate any sukha in the Ego, 
for such phenomena are purely dependent on the soundness 
or unsoundness of the physiological organs produced after the 
slumber. The fatigued limbs of the waking state depend on 
.the slumber for being refreshed and rejuvenated, and that 
cause being variant with different persons and circumstances, 
physiological easiness (like lightness of the body) or uneasiness 
ensues. Hence these phenomena have nothing to do with the 
feeling of any happiness dunng the !Jlumber. Such being the 
posi tion from the Advaitist standpoint, Prakasatmayati has 
very well contended that the Ego is never remembered as 

enjoyer' (bhokt]) in deep slumber (su
uptz), but merely the 
Pure Consciousness of that state stands as the present Ego- 
consciousness of being associated with the remembrance of a 
state. This remembrance in no wise makes the Ego as having 
been happy previously, but only the previous state of pure 
negativity (the absence of any unhappiness) is now associated 
in the experience of the EgO.139 
The crucial and final position of the Advaitists is, how- 
ever, brought out by Prakasatmayati who explains more ela- 
borately the phenomenon of duhkhabhava as being remeln. 
bered from their standpoint. The Advaitists urge that the 


1 £Illatal" duMchasambandhi mukttu1lalc'5anii
a8thiisalnbandlHt'/;at sammat- 
avadttl/lisankyaha-tadabhiit'a itt 8al. ikalpal,) a8ya 8abdollz/dtitatt'attatra 
lak'Ja1)ii '!Julctetyartlw.h-{Tattvadipana, P 322). 
138 t.yapadesop" '8ukham 8uptah, na kuicinrnayii cctztarr..itt' h", drsyate 
-(Pm1capadzlcii, P. 322). 
139 tasmiinna 8U
l1ptau bholctrtayil' pi altamllllel..'ho'71usma1.yata tti 
1tarlU-a7lubMite' pz na smrtiniyamalJ.-sat yam-litma71 yanu8maryama1Je t(l.l:an- 
miitrasyiihankarasya ahamityc'Va 87nrtinl'!Jflmalb 8yiidit'!Juktam-(V i L.ara1)a, 
P. 323). 
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fact of the experience of dulJ,khabhava is not possible to, 
postulate even in the su
upti-state for the fact that there is 
neither the knowledge of the counterpart (pratzyogin-i.e.
 
du!Jkha) nor can such a negative feeling adequately explain 
the self-shining Pure Consciousness lying unvacillating in its. 
own nature (svarupanandanubhavaJ;). Hence the Advaitists 
urge that the real state of the Self in su
upti is the intrinsic 
blissful state and, therefore, on the one hand, the limited 
happy Ego is repudiated, and on the other, experience of any 
negative feeling (like du/:tkhabhava) is excluded as being the 
real intention. The Witness-Consciousness that is ever unveil
 
ed becomes established in the intrinsic blissful nature, whence 
it is merely inferred that a negative feeling of du/:tkhlibh1iva is 
present there. As a matter of fact, such blissful nature being 
the real nature of the Witness (S1ik.Jtn) is not veiled by any 
ajnana which is not destroyed by it; but is rather itself 
revealed. Thus in waking life there is a faint realization of 
bliss as manifested in love, but is not fully manifested as in 
this state because of the working of avidya. The Advaitist, 
therefore, declares with firm conviction that the dul;lkhabhava
 
like }nanabhava, in the sU.Juptz-state is merely postulated 
(arthapattya gamyate) and not realized as the real st.ate
 for, 
the happiness or knowledge of the Ego is only the goal of 
excluszon by such negative ways of knowledge. In fact, the 
real blissful or consciou.s nature of Pure Self is fully manifes- 
ted. The arfiiina being manifested by Sak.Jzn in the sUJ..upti- 
state merely postulates the absence of knowledge of the Ego, 
as being connected with the objective world. In fact, the 
Pure Self is that. Witness-Consciousness of all avtdya at that 
state and cannot be said to be the seat of the absence of know
 
ledge as the Ego is. 
Prakasatmayati judges the Advaitist thesis that knowledge 
or jii1ina is antagonistic to nescience or ajiiana in particular 
modes (vrttts) of the former and shows that in the SUjUpt.i- 
state there is no destruction of ajfi1ina for the fact that jfilina 
is not roused with any particular mode. The state of Su
uiJli 
is the state of a}fi1ina in the unproductive form, i.e., when it 
has nothing particular to create to which any particular sub
 
ject has to be referred. But in the waking or even dreaming. 
state, there is always particular modes of knowledge, and the- 
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ajfiana creating- the objective circumstances in such particular 
modes is destroyed whenever a particular mode of knowledge 
rends the veil lying on objective consciousness. The SakJtn 
or Witness-Consciousness is here related to the objective world 
through subjective modes (vrttis) in order to have effect of 
the unity of the inner and the outer world (a bhedab..h!vyaktz). 
This is undoubtedly the primus in all epistemological proces- 
ses, but in the su
upti-state the epIstemological processes them- 
selves being stopped, the objective and the subjective worlds. 
are not necessarily to be brought into any unity. This is the 
true philosophical approach of the Advaitists in regard to the 
su
upti-state. Hence Prakasatmayati says that the avidya or 
a]fiana, when lying in its primal state of avyakrta in $ui..uPii,. 
is not antagonised by Consciousness which as the Witness only 
rcveals it. But in other states like the waking, there is inevit- 
ably an antagonism between particular jfiana or mode of know- 
ledge and particular ajfiana or mode of veiling between the 
objective and the subjective worlds. Hence the state of 
su
upti is at poles asunder from the two other states with 
regard to the destruction of ajfi1ina. 140 Prakasatmayati follows 
up the Advaitist thesis, as elaborated by him, that in the 
su
uptz-state there is no duly,khabhava orjfiiinli bh ava, but pure 
bliss or pure consciousness reigns there as the very nature of 
the Self. The state of Jfianabha1Ja; like dul)khiibhiiva, cannot 
be supported by the Advaitists on the ground of the absence 
of remembrance of the Self as being connected with the objec-- 
tive world. This kind of argument cannot save the situation,. 
which is sought to be revived, that there may be the inference 
of 1fianabhava from the absence of the objective reference in 
su
upti; for, as AkhaI).dananda points out, such inference 
suffers from the fallacy of vyabhzcara. There is no universal' 
concomitance (vyaPlz) between the absence of the knowledge 


14.0 nanu-1 fi g ara t M 'pi an'l1bMiyarnfinarna)iianam katham jiLanaL.t1'odM 
8yilt? na-aLasth{n t8ebaW8t8t asYU) 1i(m asya 81l
It}Jle' nu blba1 (it, tasya ca 
Jfigara"fe'pi ghafildtJiiu'i1a1lrodhltc7da ' l'santit patavagama8amayc-(Vftl a1'01]a. 
P. 324). 
Vi
:Q.ubhattopadhyaya in his RJ1f1 itara1J-a has very aptly brought out 
the implications of the expression: avastlJ.,at''/,8e
a1.J'/,81stai
yiil'fianas'J!a. cf 
8arvtiJnat'Vam 'fI{jmfilla8thavtsef}ah, tena '1JZstspasyet'!faJ thah He also says: 
eJ.Jasrayatte sati yacld
ayamaJ'l1tina1h, tadd
aya1'iianena vtruclbyate 
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of the Self as being related to the' objective world and its 
absence of relnembrance as such; for, it is well seen that evcn 
when the Self has full kno-wledge of the objective world, it is 
often not remembered as such, thus making the interenc.e of 
the previous absence of the knowledge of the Self in a parti- 
ticular way in the 
u
uptz-state from the probands of the 
absence of remembrance as such, a vyabhzclirz inference. Hence 
what the Advaitlsts can say with regard to any 
uch infer- 
ence of proving the absence ot knowledge or of happiness 
is that in the su
uptz-state there is only the u'Dparlt,u.lM.
5.ed 
realization of consciousness and unpalticularzsed enjoyment of 
blIss whence it follows that a postulation (arth1ipattz) of the 
pm.tzcularised opposites is only pos
ible, but no solid interen- 
tial proofs of such conditions can be adduced, for such proofs 
are fallacious being grounded in the defect of vyabhzc1i'Ja. 
These analyses ot the su
upti
state from the Advaitist 
standpoint give rise to further problems which are posed and 
replied by Prakasaunayati. One of 
uch problelns which con- 
fronts the Advaitist is that in the su
uptl-state, the WItnes
- 
Consciousness or Slik$tCaltanya being the revealer of the primal 
ajii.lina and being in the permanent blissful state, how could 
there be any rememberance of such pure states of conscious- 
ness and blhs 'with no ajiianaka1'ya remaining at that state? 
For, such pure states (or, rather &tate) of the Sak.'izcaztanya are 
eternal (avznliSin) and hence no impressions ('iamsk1iras) can 
be-- postulated in it as giving rise to the posterior remclllber- 
ance of such state5. The reply of the Advaitic;ts as given by 
Prakasatmayatl IS that the sak.Jlcaitanya being eternal in its 
real state is not so as beIng qualIfied even in the su
uptl
state , 
how i
 it that there is qualification in that 
tate? Prakasat- 
mayati gives a very pertinent reply. He says that the state, 
not being the &tate of mokJa or liberation, has yet the play of 
a}fi1ina to qualify the Slik$t11. This play is not like that in 
our waking or dreaming states, yet there is some internal 
qualifications of the S1ikszn as Sak?in
 as the revealer of ojnana 
and as the blissful. In other words, there is, (as he explains 
a threefold modification of the ajiiana or avzdy1i lying in the 
un
u
led state; for, the V1k.fjepa
aktz or the projective power 
of It IS totally absent for the absence of any objective experi- 
en
e. The a.oara
1asakti is, however, futile on the Slik
ic(J,ita'Jl'Ya 
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for such a veiling power does not operate upon the latter 
which reveals it. Such power is operative when the Absolute 
Consciousness or Brahllwcaztan)'a is "eiled due to its non- 
revelation as such but as sonlething other of the unconscious 
reahn. The eternal nescience hinges upon Bla.hmacaz.t.an
:t1 
so that its real nature is veiled and its false nature is revealed. 
This nescience is rent into nothing by the realization of that 
leal nature with the rise of the transcendental knowledge in 
the 
hape of an akha!uj.akar1i vrttz or an undifferentiated pure 
.consciousness of such real nature. Nescience is antagonistic 
to such a rise of any V] tti
 but it is not on that account impos- 
sible on Brahmacaztanya which is veiled by it till the rise of 
that vlttz. It hinges upon such cailanya for its own possibi- 
lity, otherwise it could not have been postulated, as JacJa or 
unconscious entities are not veiled for they are never revealed 
by themselve&. 'Vhat -has no revelation by itself is not veiled, 
and Brahmacaztanya does not mean that any avzdya will not 
£Olne- to its precints, for it does not antagonise with it, but 
rather makes impossible, by the fact of its own real nature to 
,be veiled and superimposed upon. It is only when that 
slulnber of nescience cannot exist any moment when the 
transcendental knowledge in the shape of an akha1;uJ,akara 
vrttz arises that B'rahmacaztanya becomes a confirmed antago- 
nist to the former as light is to darkness. But Sak
1,Caita'lLya 
being the Witness of all our moments of life through which 
.objects are known, unknown and faintly known, is never the 
locus of any ajfiana; for it is ever in its 'Jeal nature without 
.caring for the possibility or impossibility of avzdya. It. IS the 
mere passive Witness of the whole of our life-be it of the 
vyavaharzka or pratzbhaszka stages, for, it merely reveals every 
kInd of experien
e of life 1 fronl that of Inistaking a rope for a 
snake to perceiving an object as 'Inine' or 'me'. It is only in 
the transcendental or paramarthika stage that that Brahma- 
caztanya as undifferentiated Pure Consciousness alone is realized 
with all the necessity for the Witness and the witnessed being 
Teduced to nullity. This being the state of su
upti where the 
Sak
fiicaztanya is alone revealed as the blzssful and as the 
nescience-'revealer it is very cogent logic to hold that the ajiiana 
has a triple function or modification even at that state. This 
triple modification is not projective of any vikJepa for all objec- 
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tive experience is absent there. It is neither of the avaratza 
for Sak#n is not veiled. What then is the nature of this triple 
function of ajfiana? PraK:asatmayati has here laid out a very 
vital conclusion of his School. He has here shown that this. 
ajii1ina being revealed by the Sak
zcaitanya is nevertheless modi- 
fied into piecemeal consciousness of itself, of the bliss and of 
the Sak
zn
 for the Sak
caitanya being ztself eternal is not eter- 
nal as being revealed in su
uptz being realized in and through 
these three states. Thus the a]fiana as associated with the Pure 
Self is operative even when it is revealed by the Sak5
n; in 
su
upti
 thus vouchsafing for that triple nature being possible 
of remembrance in our waking life. , 
We quote here the very vital lines from the Paficapadzka- 
vivara'fJa : unanu-ajfilina-sukhanubhavyolj" Slikszcaitanyasya 
cavinlisinalJ, samskar.1ibhave ka
hamut1hi{asya traya'f)amanus- 
mara'f}arh syat? ucyate-alfianagatacai.tfJ/YJyabhasaianmopadhzt- 
vat ajfilinasukhasak
zvikalpanubhavasya ajfi1inavasth1ib hedena 
caitanyab has1inarh b hinnatvat tadvi.n1iSasa.rh$..k1iraja-smara1Jam 
ajfi1ina-sukha-sak
icaitanyakaram alfianavisz
t1it.masrayameva sam- 
bhavyate, nantaf.!,kara'IJaSrayamitiU (P. 325). In this passage, 
Prakasatmayati gives us the logical explanation of the remem- 
brance of the susupti-consciousness. through the modification!> 
(vrttis) of the ajiiana itself in its triple mode-as the Sak5in
 
the blissful and the nescience-revealer. Herein he strikes a 
very vital note in the Advaita system. The avidyavrtli (modi- 
fication of the nescience) has been enunciated by him in his 
Schoool for the first time in Advaita system. Even his prede- 
cessor, Padmapada, and the originator, Bha
yakara SrI 
Satikaradirya himself, have not recognised any vrtti in the 
avidyli which is responsible for all the '()zk
epas of an illusory 
nature in our waking and dreaming states; hence in the 
su
upti-state also there is no necessity for postulating such 
vrttis" They have held that the object itself is illusory and 
whenever an illusory object is revealed to the Sak
icaitanya) it 
is capable of producing a recognition or remembrance of itself 
as such, as it leave$ an impression of illusoriness pertaining to' 
the superimposed object as modifying the Sak$lCait411ya; the 
revealer of it; in other words, the posterior recognition of the 
superimposed object is made possible even without any It: 
priori avidyavrtti. But it is Prakasatmayati who for the first. 
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time postulates the necessity of a.vldya:urJJ..i in the case of the 
experience of illusory objects, and he thus even here in the 
su
uptz-state brings out the existence of the aVldyavr
tz-not 
operative in any projective way (vJ,k
gpa$aktl) or any veiling 
fOfln (avara
zasakti)-but as the mere falszty existing in the 
floating triple mode. 
It is significant, therefore, as Pra:kasatIlla)ali has brought 
out, that in the su
uptz-state, the Self as Sak5z11 reIllains in its 
blissful and nescience-free (mukta) state; hence the Self of 
.su5Upii is the recognizer of the it PltOH states only in so far 
as avzdyav!ttz is operative in the tripartite way. The Self is, 
therefore, the recognizer of what it was, and there is, there- 
fore, no incongruity, as apprehended, that the ahankara or 
Ego is the recognizer, in the '!Naking state, of the Self in its 
it 1n iori states in slljupti. 
Further interesting studies in the controversy ranging 
between the recognition of avzdyaV[ttl in SU
llPtz (and for the 
l11atter of that in any state) and non-recognition of it can be 
made from the monumental 'work Advaztaslddhi of Madhu- 
siidana Sarasvati and its lna
terly cOlnmentary Laghucandrzka 
(Gauqab1'ahmanandz) by Brahmananda SarasvatI. 1vfudhusii- 
dana has very ably analysed the problem in its pros and Lons, 
and has shown the viewpoints of the two Schools in a very logi- 
cal way. The two Schools have been represented by him as the 
School of Suresvara's Vartika (i.e., B! had1i:ra
lyakabha.5yaval tzha) 
and the School of Prakasatmayati's Vzvara
la. Vartikakara, he 
5hows, has apparently been in conflict with Vivaranakara in so 
far as the possibility of any avidyavrtti in the oS U5upti-state is con- 
cerned; but on clearer scrutiny he shows that Vartikakara could 
not but admit some sort of v[tti even at that state. Vartikakara 
apparently says that the state of sUJupti can be compared with 
the state of pralaya (dissolution of the universe), and hence 
there is no need for any remembrance of the nescience hanging 
in the su
upti-state. Rather, this nescience is ever attendant on 
the Self, and in the waking life we are inevitably bound hy its 
effects. Hence there is no special necessity to postulate the 
existence of any avidyavrlti so that it should be remembel cd 
afterwards as having had its revelation to the Sak$zn. Su

upti 
is a state akin to complete dissolution and hence no partkular 
modes of the avidya are necessary. But over against this 'dew, 
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Vivara1).akara has brought out the tripartilc avzdtiivutlt. in 
s'U
uptz to account for remclnbrance. N e\ crthele
s, as MadllU- 
siidana says, there is only an apparent divergence between the 
two, as Vd:rtikakara has had to rccognize some &ort 01 V]}..tz:' 
which is unique (and not tnpartIte) to explain fccugrution or 
renlembrance. \Ne quotc beiow the apl pd.5sage
 ir()
n tl.e t\o\ 0 
\\ arks cited abo\- e: 
Hsarhskara]anyavulyli:o] I iya1vc:, ,\ II 
 ujJl z"(;lS Z 
l a] iianabhiinli [ 
paramarjatvopapatle
l. heuala;rlanlilhSe lu t_ulyasli:(LwgrU
fJl- 
vat dlzliravahzkalvameva: ala eva /(iiryopadlzzv';,na
asal'hskr'- 
am aJiilinam(;! I ameJa Pi ala)'opa'lwlil sll.\llpll1 z.l) {lblul)J e/
'a 
ral f 1 kakil J a pada zit sall,W jJl ii J ti.1ina 
 lIU
 I {( 
w I,l{{ liii 1
11 ({ Ill. 1([ (Iia 
cohlam-(na .\ll
llplzgaVtJ11allfl1lL JliiJ,l1i
'.\aJlzzll 
JJlJ / l
i
 Idilii- 
dyavyavadhana'1./i1/ na lzylitmasfhaJ11alllabhlik. (I). na b l l'l7.la- 
kli/{/,jjJrk jJra/)ak na liig1inzzsp! gZlnyal e. svlir /luu.ld,ah p(J./- 
artho'rf ho 't/1,k a lpasl ena sa smrta!t'. (11). ilyadyavyaht taj)] afo z- 
,'iiyam. l"zVaJalJaldiJalslu 
ablt1ivap'al)'ayalambanli V] lIn nzdJ e'lt 
y ogasut'Jlinuslire
1fl tamogllulil JlLaki.ivata
zalf/,al,lilambanli k1i- 
cldvrlil
l SllHlptznlyabhzprclya ladllpal'aklaca'Llanyas)'a iaJ1- 
'/2asenazva nlisattatklili'Jtajiiliniin II b havalarzzl (./,salnskal avaSe}1a ' 1111 
kzmczdavedi
am'l,tz smarat1amabhyupetamzt l Vlirlzka-VzVa1a- 
1Jaymapyavl'1 adJza
. ata e1.l0kla1n Vatzkakliruz(l U 
a;,tJ,-Brah- 
ma'f}e-(1w, (edrlJlll blw1.Javyaj)ll{i SU
 llPrasyabhyupeyal e nlivedz- 

atn SZl
llplo'hamllz dhl
l hunballid bhaoel'-1fylidz. abllZpla)'as- 
tu 1.Jal 
lZta
l, eva rhca Sak5yaj11li 'la.S uldla h.iil asl z H o'Vld) al'! it n.)'a
l 
 
Sll51lpl)lak hyazkazvtL lla VJ IlzrztY(J n)'adc!af .'. <..Atll'all wzd lu- 
1\irnaya Sagar Edn. Pp. 558-559.) 
Utathacanunlllyadzvrtl inliSasya he! ll/ayli
l klfJla!vena jh a- 
kr le Vrttu"avaSyakl. kunca-czlsvanljJasyal't.l(l .HlkharveJla Jiig(1- 
ramadhye'Pi latsmrlzsambhavena sU
llplyuUa1ame"{la .suhhama- 
sam,tfi smrtirzlyatra bIJabhava
l
 lasrnlit sUfiuplau suklzlikala 
vrttiravaJyakI. saivajiianakadi, su
upti.sfadn.vz.l)Qyakapt talsfih5m
 
livastha tatsm1"tzhetu
; vrllzrnlilrafiyaZ1.la naSi ladvtJaye,\'tJi"l.'a 
talrlipi smrtihetulvakalpanaf. jfialalvena In SOl vai
l 
maJ ya!a 
ilz Bhamaty1imadhylisabhasyasl haylim:ukf am. tal h1i cazladrSasu- 

uptdu svarupasukhe cokt1inubhavo na cedabhyu1Jeyale
 ('Jl(i- 
ved2
am:Oiti dhistacl'Ubllayavi
ayzkli kirhl1zbandhanetyanena 
tadubhayavz
ayakatvanurodhena sau.fiUPlavrl tZ1"li"f./aSyaki. tal aSca 
t a.syamevajiianakliratvarh sv1krrya tadubhayasmr terajfiane' pi 
.smrtitvamlin'llbhavilwriz. napalapanzyamztz JiiaPllam. var1J,zfa ill
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Vzva'raf}asya yo>bhzpJ1iya uktatz
 sa eva (na ced,dyad!1/a1.ti.kasyet
 
yaTtlzaJl'-[LaghucandJ ikli (GaurJ,abrahmanandz), Nirnaya 
Sagar Edn; P. 559]. 
From these rather copious quotations frOln the two of the 
latest dialectical "\vork& of Advaita Vedanta, following in the 
main the VivaraIJ.a School, it is evident that the avidyav'!"tli as 
enunciated by Prakdsatmayali has been one 01 the greatest 
contributions towards the epistell1010gical explanation of 
dreams and illusions and pure states of the Self's exhtence as 
in dreamless slun1ber. All our Inonlenls of life whenever 
avzdya has any existence by way or projection as in dreams 
and illusions or by way of veiling of the underlying conscious- 
ness as in our waking life of difference and distrust or by way 
of a passive element as in our dreamless slmnbel, we have a. 
logical and epistemological necessity to admit an avtdy 1iv r ttl 
which is created, even though avidya is revealed directly to the 
Witness-Consciousness along with the object which it super- 
imposes or projects. Whenever there is any avidy1i to be' 
revealed directly to a Witness-Consciousness, there is a corres- 
ponding vrttz along with the object that is differently acted 
upon by the avzdya, or in other words, the avzdyav[tli leaves 
room for the relnembrance of the falsely cognized phen01l1enOn 
whenever the avidyaka state ends. Till the rise of the transce:: 
dental consciousness, everything is phenomenal or illusory and 
avidya exist
 as a force till that state is reached. Hence rela- 
tively every moment of our lower and lower experience of the 
phenomenal or illusory worlds is negated whenever its relative 
truth is dispelled by a higher truth. Such relative truths are' 
all avidyaka til1 the rise of the transcendental consciousness, 
and hence all such states are remembered as such as we rise> 
higher up in the eIecticism of Truth. 
To COine back to our original discussions we can conclude 
this discussion by showing that Prakasatmayati has very con
is- 
tently given us his own views as to the state of SUSUplz. To 
controvert the Yoga (Patafijala) view that 
u
upti or dreamless 
slumber is a state of the ahankara or Ego and hence it is the 
Ego that remembers it (d. abhavapratyayalambana vrttirni- 
dra: Yogasutra), he has solidly established the Advaita 
view of su
upti as the pure state of the Self (A"tman)-state 
brimful with unruffled avidya as revealed to the Slik$in ; hence 
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it is the Self that remembers the su
upta-state-tbe Self that i& 
always attended with nescience-thus vouchsafing for the 
sarhskaras and ,s
upti to be il'evealed to the waking Self., and 
not to the waking ahaizka r a 7 call this Self, as Prof. K. c. Bhatta- 
.charyya has done in his Studzes in V edantzsm
 'a lower 
dimension' of Reality. The ahankara cannot be regarded as 
the recognizer of the states of the Self in su
uptz, for that wIll 
bring in an obvious epistemological difficulty. Hence, as 
Akhal).g.ananda and Vidyara1).ya have brought out, it is the 
Self that is both experiencer and recognizer of the states of 
:,u
upti, while the antabkaTar;,a merely vouchsafes for the expres- 
sion in words of that a prion experience. (antq);tkara1;lam 
tu smrtasyart hasya sabdanuvzddhamvyavaharamapadayati_ 
Vivarar;,a-prameya-sarhgraha-Vasumati Edn.-Pt. II. P. 80). 
This view of the Vzvara
w has been very clearly brought out by 
Prakasatmayati, and it seems striking that his analysis of the 
surupti-state strikes a very significant originality from his pre- 
decessor's viewpoint. His analysis of the nature of the Self as 
the Witness, blissful and nescience-revealer esse in su
upti had 
not been formulated by any of his predecessoTs so cogently and 
forcefully. His advocacy of the tripartite avidyav'!tti in su
upti 
is a landmark in Advaita thought. The Witnessing Self in 
su
upti is the revealer of avidya and its tripartite vr ttz so that 
bliss and nescience-revelation are the states which are also 
revived in our waking life. The positive states of bliss and 
nescience as realized in su
upti have been rather unacceptable 
to Padmapada He has rather subsaribed to the negative 
experiences of absence of sorrow (duJ;,khabhava) and absence 
of particularized knowledge (Jiilin1ibhava)I4.1. The5e facts win 
rather go against the analysis of Prakasatn1ayati who has amply 
demom'troted that experience of any abhliva cannot be 
logically established in su
upti, for the experience of the 
prat'lyogin or counterpart is also absent there. Thus it is only 
by postulation (arthapattz) that such abhava is merely known 
tater aD. Hence Prakasatmayati reconciles his predecessor's 
analysis by saying that it is not the ;real Advaita view, but is 


141 na tat 8viipe 8ukhiinubhaw.IJark81di:rajarh 8mararJ-arn, kirk ta1'M? 
8ul.:hiil'amarso dulj,khabhiivanimittal}--(Pancapiidika, P. 322). 
1"yapadeso'pi 8ukham 8uptah na ki'llcmmaya cetitamiti hi drsyate- 
(Paiicapiidika., P. 323). 
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.mer-ely a suggestion from the opponents' point of view to 
exclude their interpretation of Ego's experience of such posi- 
tive experience 142 . 
Thus a very significant exposition of the su
upti-state of 
the Self has been given by Prakasatmayati and following him 
AkhaI).c;lananda and VidyaraI).ya have also added fruitful 
'Supplements to that exposition. This exposition of the state 
of su
upti is not only a psychological analysis of the mind but 
is rather a cocner-stone of Advaita metaphysic
; for, it is this 
problem which analyses the state of the Pure Self as unmoved 
by any objective factors except as the vVitness of the uncreative 
InaS3 of aVldya that is the only blind principle without call- 
ing up the subjective leaction toward any objective world. 
It, therefore, gives the clue to Advaita metaphysics of the 
nature of Self as experienced in and through our p
ychQllogical 
and epistemological moments of existence in waking, dreal11- 
ing and dreamless 
tates. Prakasatmayati, following Padma- 
pada, shows that there is an essential difference between the 
-.ahankara and the A tman. AkhaI).dananda brings out the real 
intention of Padmapada by showing that the Advaita view on 
the nature of the Self is essentially different from the 
Naiyayika and the Prabhakara views on it. The tirade of 
attacks on these two Schools on this point as made by 
Prakasatmayati, has been brought out in fuIIer details by us 
above. Akha1).c;lananda here reminds us about these two 
Schools which seek to make Self a known entity. He merely 

uggests here that the N aiyayikas who seek to make the know- 
ledge of the Self as different from the knowledge of the object, 
but at the same time depending on the mind, commit a 
logical and psychological fallacy by making knowledge of the 
Self (either vouchsafed for by the latter through an inanent 
-relation, or being vouchsafed for hy another knowledge in a 
relation of identity) assume a dual role of a subjective process 
involving an objective counterpart. But there is no bifurca- 
1:ion in knowledge which as a system is coherent and unitary. 
Again, the Prabhakara theory of the Self as the seat of 
sarhvit or consciousness fails to make for the invariable revela- 


U2 san.athtipi BU8upte' riitina8ukhtinubha1.:a-8ambl
at tit a8ambaddhamidam 
f,ikti-kdre1J.olcta:miti, sat yam, paramatamasrityedanwktam na st.amatamiti 
1'l.a do
ah-(Vi1:ara!1a, P 326). 
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tion of the subject however much they try to establish it by 
the theory of tnpu{ipratyak
a; for knowledge of the object 
cannot necessarily generate revelation of the subject in every 
act of knowledge, as the subject is sought to be revealed like 
the object. Unless the subject. becomes the primus of all 
revelation, how can one vouchsafe [Oor its invariable revelation
. 
however clearly the object is known. These factors of difficulty, 
as brought OUl by AkhaI}.q.ananda, stand in the way of the 
real analysis of the Self, and thus the chasm between the Ego 
and the Self becomes wider and more gaping to be shown by 
Advaitists. (d. nzladzpratyayadanya eva mano]anzta almavi
ayal} 
pJatyaya
?J talsadhakmh yannazyayzkadimatam tanna sambha
 
vall.. karma-lwrlr-v1rodhlit samvzdaSrayataya almaszddhtntz yad 
gllru
20C)ate tadapyasailgal am anyakara}ffiinasyanyasadhakalva 
sambhavat; pm lse
1it svaprakasatvamttyarthalJ. svaprakasat-- 
vameva tatropasarizhrtam; tatalJ kathamuktamaha1ikarabheda- 
syapyupasarhhrtZ
l lalraha ahmika'J"etz, ahankarasya vz
a'Y1inubha- 
vadhznaszddhztvadatmanaSca tadvazparUyad bheda!J,: loco cit. P. 
326). Thus the Ego being different frOll1 the Self 011 logical 
and epistemological grounds, Prakasatmayati, following his. 
predecessor, shows that the sruh or scrIpture also supports this 
Advaitist view of their difference. Ak.hanQ.ananda says that this. 
sCrIptural testimony is necessar)' because the logical proofs for 
such difference to be established need always to be supported by 
Sruti. Hence Pxakasatmayati has given us some reference to 
scriptural testimony over and above the logical. In the 
U pani
ad we find an interesting discussion on this aspect of 
difference between the two. Here we find that the Self or 
Brahman is regarded as omnipresent; (Sa ev1idhafjtat sa 
evopari
tat). The highest Reality is the Self that is 
all-pervasive. But even there the Ego (ahai
kara) is also' 
regarded as partaking of this all-pervasive nature of the Self, 
(athato ahankaradeSaJ:z), which nature is, however, 
again ascribed to the Self (athata iitmadeSaJ;). Thus 
there is a clear indication of the fact that the Ego, which we 
regard as omnipresent and equal to the all-pervasive Self, is 
falsely regarded as such: in fact, the Self is the only omni- 
present Reality. The scriptural evidence of the ascription of" 
all-pervasiveness. to the Ego, is, however, never meant to show 
the ahsence of difference between it and the Self, in the same 
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way as the absence of difference between the individual self 
(jzva) and the Universal Self (Brahman) has been sought to be 
established. Prakasatmayati vehemently opposes such an ap- 
prehension which is not without justification. But he shows 
that there is a fundamental difference in the concepts of the 
fiva and Brahman on the one hand and the ahaizk'iira and 
Atman on the other. There is fundamentally the recognition 
of difference in the former case (jiua and Brahman) at every 
step of our existence and the scriptures therefore try to 
establish that there is really an absen<..e of diffcrence and differ- 
ence is merely an iIlu&ion. But when in the case of the 
ahank1ira the illusor)j differe.nce makes the Self appear as non- 
different from ahaizk1ira, this non-difference is, however, as false 
as the loss of sight of the real nature of unity. Unity of fiva 
and BTahman is one of the theses of the scriptures, but this. 
unity never means false unity. False non-unity (as in jiva and 
Brahman) is as bad as false unity (as in ahanklira and JItman). 
While the first is due to nescience in its veiling capacity or 
avara'lJasakti; the latter is due to it in its projecting capacity 
or vzk
epasakti.143 Now, therefore, the question arises as to 
how two objects. falsely known as unitary can both be omni- 
present. If the Ego is omnipresent like the Self, the Ego should 
not be regarded as different in essence from the latter, as the 
fiva is in essenCe non-different from Brahman. The difference 
of jivahood from Brahmanhood is false and hence both are 
of equal essence. Is the Ego then such an entity, in essence 
not different from the Self, although this essence which is 
sought to be claimed to be sallie by the opponents is shown 
to be false in so far as the essence of the Self as self-luminous 
(svaprak1isa) is not same in the Ego and the Self? Is not the 
charge of the Advaitists based on this false unity springing fTom 
the losing sight of the essence lhat in the not-Self i
 never 


143 tatra 1fuklom bhe.dena praflpannayo'1'ii1 a-B'laltmano'iekahasiddhyar- 
thastadupadesal1., ahaMdhas,1fa t1/ pll'1'I:amr1 iitmaiJ..'atrap?atipatteh prth.a(J- 
upadeso b1
ede8iddliyartlta itt gamyate. B?altma
wh palol.:sasya pratyaJ...sat- 
'l'asidd1l. aye' 11. amii.trnat
'amupad18ya pllnastad IwudtiSena rnukhyiltmat'l.'am- 
u2JadisatUyartlwly,-(Vil'ara'l}.a, P. 327). 
ahankariitmarlfJrabhedasya 8astu> samsldlramhitanama1,j siddlwh (if 
niibhedll,aprotlpatt'/{artn. am prt lwqupadesa'Hfo ld'lil tu bn edo2Jrati par t part ham- 
ityartha(I-(Tattl adir-ana. P. 327). 
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present in the way the not-Self is conceived in the light of the 
opponents. The Ego is sharply divided from the Self in the 
<.essence of self-luminosity, but the jiva is not so in essence from 
.Brahman. To circumscribe the J1va within the limits of non- 
essence of Brahman is false and such difference of the two 
concepts is false. But the Ego is always the projecting play of 
avzdya and is ever circumscrIbed; thus it is never the Self and 
hence never omnipresent. To answer such a charge, AkhaI)da- 
nanda very skilfully shows that the omnipresence of the Ego is 
merely a secondary implication like the faruous al undhatIn,'liya. 
As. the Ego is the immediate object of our perception, the Self 
which is experienced as a mediate principle in so far as omni- 
plesence is concerned (for none direc.tly experiences his Self as 
omnipresent, but only indirectly through the Stutz), the sruti 
first nlakes the Ego secondarzly onlnipresent; but this attribu- 
tion of omnipresence is due to the fact that the Self as the 
przma'ty omnipresent principle should be established as the 
nlost directly experienced. The very minute star called 
A'J"undhatz is shown to a newly-wed bride, but as that star 
is ordinarily invisible directly, the direct sight of the star is 
nlade by the direct showing of a bigger star beside it but the 
direct sight of the bigger star is of only secondary importance, 
while the primary importance of directness is attached to the 
Arztndhatt star. Thus there is no contradiction or inconsist- 
ency fron1 the Advaitists' viewpoint if the Ego is regarded as. 
,.omnipresent secondaTiIy only to show that the Self is primarily 
omnipresent as a directly experienced principle. 
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A DETAILED EXAMINATIOl\ INTO THE STATUS 01: 
OTHER THEORIES REGARDIKG THE EVOLU- 
TIONARY PROCESS-CUL!vIINATIKG IN THE 
TRUE ADVAITA CONCEPT OF THE 
IMAGE-CHARAECTER (PRA TIBl1'VI.- 
BATVA) OF THE lIrA. 


The Advaitist IS, therefore, faced with the questions regard- 
ing the nature of the Ego. If it is established that the Ego is 
entirely different in essence from the Self which is self-lumin- 
ous (svap'J-akasa) while the former is luminous with borrowed 
light (paraprakaSa), it becomes evident that the Ego is a false 
creation as being superimposed on the nature of the Self and 
hence the full nature and status of the Ego should be brought 
out vis-a-vzs the Pure self. This task has been amply executed 
by Padmapada who has made full exposition of the Ego in its 
entirety. Prakasatmayati has further analysed the exposition 
of his predecessor whose implications have been fully brought 
out regarding the nature of the Ego. The implications, as 
brought out by Prakasatmayati, come under the following head- 
ings: (a) the nature of th
 materzal cause; (b) the nature of the 
efficient ca usE';

 e nat.!lre of itself: (d L!Q.
""!@

.9L the 
means of knowledge of It; (e) the nat\!. !" 
f it!. .!'!: an Ye.s

t
o_'Y!.
i.. 
(f) the n:ature-of1isru
u
a st;te. yow each of these problems 
is shown to spring from the opponents' reluctance to admit 
the Advaita view of the Ego that it is not the Self. This has 
been very cogently brought out by Ak.ha1).(
Hinanda. He SayS1 
that an object like the Ego must have some material cause 
which should determine its status as real, illusory or totally 
imaginary. The Ego should have a distinct status of its own 
that is neither equal in essenCe with the Self, nor a real or 
imaginary entity. If it is equal in essence with the Self, or 
in other words, if it is regarded as of the same staius with the 
:iain h dee
 sl
mber" the opponents put forward a theory 
lch as been more than fully exploded above. This theory. 
as we have tried to leave no stone un turned to expose, contains 
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serious epistelnological, psychological and n1etaphysical difficul- 
ties to merit any serious tonsideration. The Self is of a h ig
.£!:.. 
"dimension' of Reality in every st 
 tc of ? 
r lif<2.. .9E-.t.Jh.Ugo 
is not on that ac count anywherc_ }
.e_ar_ Xhe_.Se lf H P{lCf' that 
]g q. i
 1!.n
gt y bt:i 9ngi
g-- 
 i the . !
 g!<:?n of the not-SelL. N ever- 
theless, it is a positive entity and therefore should be referred 
to a material cause. Now this Inaterial cause is not real, for 
that would make d1e Ego as real (as the Self); it cannot also 
be imaginary (asal) for that would Inake for a cause-and-effect 
relation between a non-existent entity and its product, which 
is absurd Hence it should be regarded to spring from a cause 
that is illusory (afil1vacyam or mdasadbhyarh vzlak
m1}am). 
Thus the Advaitist theol y of causation a
 nlaking for iIIu
ory 
manifestation (vlva1 ta) has to be accepted. Even then an 
efficient cause is necessary and if the opponents 
eek to, make 
lhe fzva or ISvara as such, that win entail difficulties; for the 
former is limitEd and the latter is devoid of any quality to 
11lake the Ego a subservient entity. That is to say, JSvara is t 
 
a£sive a spectator to make any action f 
ch ent
 t!

. 10. 
elnerge . owev
r ..l- .thP Ego must hav

!1_ in
 si
 n



e. 
Fhich cannot be the n
tnre oLthe Self _which is vzyayilvam. Thus 
it should have the nature of visayatvam
ot :Self -an {[1or that 
matter proof1> of knowing suth nature must be forthcoming. 
N ow the usual means of knowledge such as perception cannot 
establish the Ego, nor can the Slik5zn be a proof, for it is ever 
unruffled (kutastha). :t!enc.t> t ht> Advaitist view that it is 
nlerel r d b e S1iksm as being associated with the 
Inental modifications antalj,karana1.Jrl tz IS e on y acce p table 
hypothesis If the nature 0 its manifestations (kli'1ymn) is 
postu l ated as that of doer and enjoyer (kartrtva-bhoktrtva) 
seeing that the Pure Self as Slik
inl cannot have them, then a 
problem arises why that nature is not enduring even in the 
.msupta-state. These are the lights which Akha1).dananda has 
flashed upon the necessity of each aspect of the Ego, indicated 
b: Prakasatma}ati. 
Padmapada has given us the true exposition of the Ego in 
all its aspects. It is Praka&atmayati who has shown us each 
aspect as expounded by his predecessor. As to the nature of 
.the material cause his predecessor has shown us that it is the 
..eternal ne scienc e (anadiravid'Va) , as maya, prakrti, sakti, supti 
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c., that is the upadana of the E
 Thus the Ego being 
.dependent on avidya as its material cause is of same status 
with it, for the real material cause h B'rahman (a 
n nan.imzt__ 
tof;ada nattva) which is always higher than _

il lusory 

anirvacanzya) which_i s-sup.er.hIl p.9sed on th 
-"Q ni 
 _o
 Brahman 
pi- A tman by the power of avzd-ya . As to the nature of the 
, efIident cause, it is ISvara!L fOil', as Akha

lananda says, it is 
possessed of the quality, though faIst:, of creating and guiding 
the Ego. The Ego is possessed of two aspects as its nature- 
,vijnanasa.kti and kriyasaktz or the cog mti ve an d actfvepDWers. 
Its man i festations are those of ka1"trtva (doer
ship) and 
bhoktrtva (enjoyer-ship). The means of knowing it cannot be 
.ascertained, for it is revealed only to the kutastha-caztanya-the 
unruffled Absolute Consciousness. Still such Consciousness. 
'Vouchsafes for the revelation of the Ego that is falsely super- 
imposed on it. The Ego is revealed with no other knowledge, 
but is always revealed as being in false unity with Absolute 
Consciousness. It is, in this sense, as Akha
cJ.ananda shows, 
that Padmapada calls it svayarhpraka5amandparok
al:z (P. 328), 
.and not in the technical sense, for Absolute Consciousness alone 
is such. As to the question of the existence of the false mani- 
festations of kartrtva and bhoktrtva pertaining to the Self 
(though originated in the EgO') during $u
upti, Padmapada 
shows that when all the functions of the primal nescience are 
inoperative, those false manifestations also canoot logically 
-endure, as those are the products of avidya. The question 
posed by Prakasatmayati that the vital function (pra1Jasaktz) still 
remaining in 
u
upti; the Ego cannot be consistently said to 
have no function at that time, is easily resolved by himself, who 
shows that the vital function belongs to the 'JYra1Ja, a distinct 
principle of five functions (paficadha vyaparahetof:z pr a tl,asya), 
but the 

o cQ!).Sists of the function to guide such p1li
1
 
lIenee if the ERO is inoperative il does, not mean iliat the 
pr a'lJa is also ino erative, fOil" the E 0 can also assivel uide. 
ut such a reply is too easily given to be believed in. Hence 
l1e 
uggests that if the E g o is regarded in its part s containing 

 
 
 
the co
 and active aspe
 , th en it is better to re1?-ar.d 
that the former aspect "i
 Inoperative while the latter is. no..! 
Lastly, however, Prakasatmayati Ehows that if susuptz is. con 

idcred from the angle of drs?i-srs[ivada (creation from cogni 
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tion) which an old \' edantlst like Mal.l4ana has subsc.nbed to
 
then this state becOlnes melely a void having 110 creatIOn due 
to the absence of any cognItion, as distinct from dreaming or 
waking life. Hence even the vital functions seenl to be the 
creations from another wakeful penon' s cognition, but the 
man in deep sleep is imlTIersed only in his primal 
ublle body. 
Prakasatmayati, follov\ing Padmapada, anal)ses the view- 
points of the opponents, one by one, against the doctrine of 
aVldya or aJiiana as propounded above by the Advaltists. His 
object is, however, to show that in no. other way than the 
Advaitist theory is the nature of the evolution of the COS1110S. 
tenable or meaningful. He first brings out, in a nutshell, the 
Sankhya vie
s on thc tlubject. He 
hows that the Sankhyas 
do not regard a
 necessary the Advaitist conception of the 
ahankara or Ego as the produc.l of avzd)'a which is revealed to 
the Witness-Consciousness (Sak
zcazianya)-and this revelation 
is possible only in three ways, viz., as a power (saktJ) that is 
associated, though falsely, with the Sak
zn
 or as related with 
the substrate, though not as a power, as a quality or gU'lJa asso- 
ciated with the substrate, or as being super-imposed (adhya
ta). 
as the snake is on the rope; for they hold that it is the 
prakrtz or pradhana that is responsible for the evolution of the 
cosmos including the alzaitkara and this prakrti is never, in an}1 
way as indkated above, revealed to any S1ik.fizn or Witness- 
Consciousness. This evolution is again of three types, viz.,. 
dha 1 mapm.i'lJama, laksa'lJaparl
lama and avasthapari'lJama. The 
first is with regard to the evolution of the whole series of 
effects like mahat or buddhz (cosmic intelligence), ahank1ira 
(Ego) etc. The past, present and future references in such 
evolution are what is nleanl by the £ccond type of evolution. 
The third t} pc includes the variation
 in the temporal refer- 
ences as above. Hence the Sailkhyas conclude that there need 
not be any e\<olution from Consciousness as the background of 
the process of evolution due to avzdya but primal Matter as 
prakrli is the necessary explanation of such evolution. This 
theory of evolution from unconscious Matter without any 
conscious background is 5eriously challenged by Prakasatmayati. 
He Sh01\TS that the S
i1ikh}a view. rcjecting as it does any 
dependence 011 the Saksicallanya that vouchsafes for the pro- 
ducts likc the Ego from Matter (Prakrtz), does a positive dis- 
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service to the epistemological explanations of the Ego-cons
 
ciousness; for it fails to account for the revelation of the Ego 
as Or_the subjective element in such revelation-and merely 
makes room for its revelation as the blind not-Self-the objec- 
tive reference in revelation. Thus the Ego without being 
referred to the Sak
icaztanya is ever either a blind not-Self or 
a real entity with no subjective reference in the act of experi- 
ence. But these are all far from the truth. The Ego is out- 
and-out revealed by the Sak#caitanya to which however, it is,. 
as a product of avidya which is directly revealed to such 
caitanya
 related in some way or the other. Thus the out- 
and-out false (anzrvacanzya) avidya is responsible for the revela- 
tion of the Ego to the Sak
icaztanya; thus vouchsafing for the 
Ego to be a false product produced out of the imposition of 
the not-SelL on the Self. This is possible only in the anzrva- 
canzyakhyati of the Vedantists as otherwise the Conscious Self 
and the U nconsdous Ego could never be related. 
Prakasatmayati next examines the Nyaya-Vaise
ika stand- 
point with regard to the status of antaly,km"a1Ja. He shows that 
this School regards the anta
zkarana as nothing apart from the 
manas
 as an instrument (kara1}a) in the origination of know- 
ledge (Jfiana) pertaining to the Self (;ftma). Their argument 
is based on the fact that the Advaitist conception of 
antal:zkara1Ja
 as an adjunct (upadhz) to the Self (Atmli) or 
Consciousness (ffiana or 'pzJiiana) delimiting as it does the All- 
pervasive Reality within its own sphere for practical and em- 
pirical necessities, is never existent as such; for, they hold, that 
the Self as the subject in knowledge merely requires an instru- 
ment for its contact with the object, and that instrument is 
nothing but the mind or manas. Hence for empirical purposes 
it i
 quite capable of generating knowledge in the subject and 
thus the postulation of an antaJ:zkara1Ja different from it 
becomes perfunctory. They refute the Advaitists' argument in 
favour of the recognition of an anta
kara1Jtl-not as an instru- 
ment but as an adjunct-to show that such defences are un- 
necessary. Thdr findings show that the empirical processes of 
knowledge (vrttijiianas) must not, as the Advaitis.t urges, 
necessarily pre-suppose an 1israya (substratuln) in the antalj,- 
karana
 for it h well within the limits of logic to hold that 
15 
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the Self 1S such substratuill. J11 Again, to 1nake the Self the 
doer (kartr) and enjoyer (bhoklr), they argue, it is not indispen- 
sable as in the Advaitist view that there should be an adjunct 
to the Self-which though not possessed of such qualities is 
1inlited by the antal:zkarana, its adjunct; for, they hold, that 
it is not inconsistent to hold that the Self is active and cona- 
tive through the instruIllentality af the 1nanas. Nor should 
there be any necessity a
 in the Advaitist view, they argue on, 
of a false dIfferentiation to be established between the Pure 
Self a
 B1ahman and the individual Self as. ]zva, [or- they will 
not admit of any such falsity in the concept of the twO' but a 
reality in their nature testifying to the empirical realzty of the 
Self as fiva,o and hence the Self as fiva is too true as the 
doer and enjoyer to admit of any false adjunct like the antal:J,- 
karar;,a. Lastly, the Advaitist recognition af the decay and 
.destruction of the adjunct in death does not in the opponents' 
view, merit any serious consideration; for they will show that 
the Se]f is ne\ter subject to such decay and destruction and 
hence the adjunct to support the Self's. claim to a different 
adjunct after the fall of the first, is weak logic. Hence 'the 
Nyaya-Vaise
ika
 argue that the Self is never in need of any 
adjunct (upadhz) like the anta
kara'Y}a, as the Advaitists sup- 
pose, but it is sufficient for the mind to account for the 
emPi r lcal Self. Even buddhz or intellect they regard as identical 
with Jiiana or knowledge and upalabdhi or cognition (d. 
buddhirupalabdhirjiianamityanart hlintaram-Ak
aplida Sutra). 
Thus to the Nyaya-Vaise
ikas the intellect or buddhi 
cannot' be a distinct adjunct like the. Advaitists' an tab,- 
kara'f}a or the Sailkhya-Patafijala's buddhi, but is nothing apart 
from the cognition that through the instrumentality of the 
manas appears in the Self. There is no question of reB.ecting 
the caitanya or Consciousness on it, as; in the Sailkhya- 
Patafijala system, or delimiting the caitanya as in the Advaita 
system. Here there is a cut-and-dried process of cognition that 
has the subject as its substratum and the mind as the instnl- 
ment. Even the sailkhya-Patafijala view that the cognitive 
state (upalabdhi) is nothing but a reflection of Consciousness 


IH jiViTladinarnOtrni'i8raljat,'elliipyu papatter na panse8t7tlan tall ka'i'a!/apra- 
.1Jiddhirityabhisandhily-(Tatttadipana, P. 331). 
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on buddhi, lor it is the Self or Puru
a as Pure Consciousness 
that has the reflection on buddhi to lnake for the appearance 
.of knowledge
 is not paid heed to by the N)aya-VaiSe
ikas. 
Their inln1utable conclusion is that the Self need have no 
.adjunct like buddhz or anial:zkara
2a for kno11.'zng
 that IS 
possible through the instrulnentality of the mind (lasmad- 
val1.llLaJlzantaf:zka1a
zalh nastz-VzvaJa
Ul, P. 331). To make for 
the Self an adjunct like buddlu in the cognitive process is to 
commit an endless series. of subjects to the necessity of diverse 
-cognitive processes-such is the Nyaya-Vaise
ika standpoint. 
To answer these rather loose fo.rms of logic Prakasatmayati 
;tightens up his belts to establish the Advaitist conception of 
the antaly,karana; over and above the Nyaya-Vaise
ika and the 
Sankh"a-Patafijala views. He first throws overboard the first 
can1p bv showing that the buddhz and the viJiiana cannot be 
identical, for buddhi i
 a substance having functions and 
qualities, while vzjif1ina is never a substance. The substantiality 
of buddhi is proveable from the SruUs (like buddhergu'f}enatm- 
agur;,ena caiva hyaragramatro hyavaro.pz dr

talJ where it is 
said to be possessed of modification
 and yada paiicaiva 
.liyante jfianani mannsii saha, buddhisca neizgate iatr.a 
pmamlitmiina1nasnute where it is said to have modulations 
which cease at the time of muktz). Prakasatmayati rather 
pushes forward these argunlents regarding the nature of buddhi 
:as a substance-distinct from Consciousness or caitanya which 
is more strictl y viJfiana; however
 he also admits that by 
vljiiana, sometimes in the S1utzs, buddhi is referred to where 
derivatively it means the means (karana-viJnayate anena) of 
knowledge and not knowledge as 
uch. In such cases, like 
vi}fianarh jajfiarh tanute; vzjiianena va Rgvedarh 
vlj1inati manas1i hyeva pa£yatz, .uijiilina refers to buddlli 
as a subHance having functions and not tOr Consciousness 
without any functions
 or, rather
 consciousness as the 
Tesultant
 the Nyaya-Vaisesika view. In establishing thus that 
buddhi is necessarily a functional means, Prakasannayati has 
completely thrown overboard the Nyaya-Vaisesika contention 
that it is identical with the non-functional Consciousness 
He, however, does not stop theTe, for he shows that the 
Sankhya-Patafijala theory of buddhi as a distinct entity from 
the mind or manas-the former being merely the reflecting foil 
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to ca
t,anya or Consciousness-also suffers fr0111 bad logic. To 
regard buddhz and l1zanas as distinct entities on the ground of 
their distinct functions, as the SaIikhya-Patafijala system seeks. 
to do is without any logical necessity; for, as Praka&a.tmayati 
shows, the two entities have really no distinct functions. It is, 
however, Ak.hal).cJananda who show& that vZJnana or buddhi and 
manas are both. the conditions general in any act of cognition; 
hence there may only be a difference in their V[ttlS or modific- 
ations or modulations but never in their real nature which is of 
making cognition arise from a condition general, i.e., a condi- 
tion that is involved In every act of, cognition. ll ,) Therefore 
Prakasaunayati concludes from the Advaitist point of view that 
the man as is nothing apart from buddh
; the) are not as an 
instrumental and a subjective factor respectIVely in cognition as 
the SaIikhya-Patafijala seeks to establish, but it. is. one anla
.tlw- 
ra'lJa as the condition general for the empirical revelation of 
Consciousness tha,t on different functional occasions is design- 
ated as the manas having qualities like desire (kama), determin- 
ation (sankalpa) etc., and as. the v
jfiiina or buddhi having acti- 
vities of modulations or modifications in empirical knowledge 
(like reflection of the Saukhya-Patafijala s-ystem). The Advaitist 
conclusion, therefore, as brought out by Prakasalmayati
 comes 
to this that the antaJ:!,ka1a
za is a necessary adjunct to Consci- 
ousness for empirical purposes and it. is also an adjunct for the 
various states of Consciousness-as waking, dreaming, dream- 
less, reflective and mental-to be revealed. Even the vital state 
(Pra'lJavyapara) belongs to such an adjunct and therefore when 
such a state (i.e., vital) stops in death, Consciousness is said to- 
go out of the adjunct to a different adjunct. This in a llulsheU 
is the Advaitist defence of anta7:zkara'lJ-a as a necessary adjunct 
to Consciousness and as the only functional adjunct at that. 
The sruti s 14& also are in support of such a conclusion. 
Prakasatmayati further adduces argnments from proofs. 
(prama'{las) over and above the srutis and their implications. 
141; 1:
j'iijj}Jate11enetf, uji'iiinam buddhintyartha(l. buddl/,f,-marw8or'/,,'r tt t- 
bkedtidblltede'1 n M sl'a'l'ftpe7}a bheda(,,; tathaca katli;arh tadapalapalb? f,ty{i- 
8aya'IJiiniih.a-fatluti. ,iilinotpattau manasah siidli;a r analciira'1}atviid buddhescCl' 
tiidrktviibllidllfiniit na 8rariipabneda itym'LTltah-(Tattvadipana, P. 332). 
14.G (a) sadhi{i 81. apllo bh'lltl1edam lol
ari?' 8ancarati- 
(b) 'I..ijiic7:lla7nayah manf)ma]/alt- 
(cJ ka8mfn utl.'ranta ut'k'l'iinto blwl'isyati- 
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He shows that the sruti..s a: nd their implications like art..havada 
are necessary, but th.ese ih _ould be backed up by valid proofs. 
Thus, according to his a llal_ysls, there is a very cogent proof like 
arthapatti or anyathanu:.pa
at ti which makes it necessary that 
there should be all anta
k
1arza as an adjunct to the Pure Self. 
The proof comes to this tbat as Pure Self is partless" formless 
and all- er\'asive; its 'var.:iou!.ss1:ages of em irica lli f e implying a 
finitude or hmlta 1011 m .;;,k
 it imperative that t ere should b!. 
an adjunct to hmit it. How such an adjunct is an tal;zkara1}Q} 
This antah is ho-.vev"..Jer, an ad 'Ullct in the se
t its 
ualities are ali illusoriLy saup-erlluposed on t e ure-e1fthe 
Pure ca I1nOOl .have, any suc ualities. hese" 
qualities belong to th.e (l:nl(i;J
k ara1)a and are falsely transferred 
'On the Pure Self, like tbe Ired dishness of a shoe.fl.ower (japa- 
kusumam) on a crystal-ston..e (.5phatika
ma1J.1,);j Here, therefore,_ 
is introduced a discussioD b:.-y ?rakasatmayati, following Padnla- 
pada, of the nature of so jac
lhl.Jw bJl1ama or illusion due to an 
adjunct. In such. cases o-fiI11us:ion, there is a necessary adjunct 
like the shoe-flmv-er or tlIe C::!l1!ttlf,/:tkara1)a for their qualities like 
reddishness or pleasure, p.aioo et.c., to be superhuposed on a sub- 
stratum (like the: crystal-slo -ne or Pure Self). In nzrupadhika 
bhrama (cases of direct IIluS8ioD without any medium of ad- 
junct), however, as in the casses <>f 5ukt.z-rupya (a shell appearing 
as silver) or aham l1ZallU;Jja,J; (1 am a human being), there is 
dearly no need f()r any adj.-unct to make for the superimposi- 
tion of one's qualities up ()n an other. Hence here the adjunct 
like the antahkarana make ffor its qualities to be superimposed 
on the substratum, i.e.,. th-e?-ure Self, but these qualities are all 
necessarily false About ehe falsity of these qualities, suffice it 
to say that as in the a ppe:alc
lnc:e of reddishness on the crystal- 
stone, there is no cause or- coond::ition that is necessary and ante- 
cedent for the usual cryst..;ils :toIIe to appear as reddish, such 
reddishness, theref()re, n1Ustaoecessarily be false in existence and 
even in cognition. (cf_ l11-ilh: yat1Jam sphat.ikalauhztyasya, k {pta- 
p'ratZtisattayoh karatJab hat.JadB2lyartha!J- V ivara1)a, P. 333). 
Prakasa tmayati disrnis ses th. e apparent objections to the 
Advaitist contention that t l1er:-e i:s a tinge of the an t abkara1J...a on 
the Self when the former Bcli 
mi1:s the latter, whence all empiri- 
cal behaviour of the Pure- Self ensues. The objections centre 
round the fact that either tl::1is tin.ge (uparaga) should be regarded 
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as merely supenmposed on the Self (whkh adIni
sion 'wIll ne<..e
- 
sarily make the analogy of the reddi
hne

 ot the shoe-flower 011 
the crystal-stone that looks reddIsh noL applkablc at aU, lor 
there reddIshness is adInitted t.o be p10duced, be
ides Inakillg an 

y'at1z!.khya[i tl
 9t1h
__q.
y o_
 
eQcJisp.!!£


el_
t 

 
where appear Oil a sub
tratum) or as PI odnG
4.. lllu s.QJ.z.b. _1}.pon a 

- 
 ----------....-..-.......----- - -- 

ubstratum (which admhsl.On is abo fraught with thc obJec.tIoll 

thc productH]n of two qualIties-one rcal as of the ania
l- 
ka1a
lU and another illubory dS of the Self). Thus there drc 
veritable horns 01 the dllemnla in adnliaing a tinge of the 
anta
lkmatw appearing on the Purc Self. Prak;isatIna}J.ti, fol- 
lowing Padnlapada, skilfull} brings forth the truc Aclyallist con- 
(.eption of this tillgC appearing on the Pure Self. :....l-fc _
.h.Q}.
. 
that both)Jl!
-aJ
o"e horn
 of thc dllclmua are 1l
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on the e , orf.fiTiJntar.i1fdi7inCi i tsclL 
st 
Ber :.iwPQ

.J ad
 
fa) ollthe Sd f.J Tfi lis.ilieie
lO que
tion of anyal hiikhyati 
"",iie re a 
u periIn position merely of the relation of an ObjCLt exi
t- 
ent elsewherc with the substratulll j
 recognized; but. here there 
i
 the superimpositIon, not Inerely of the relation but also of 
the object. along 'with its qualities (which constitute 
the tinge) on the Pure Se]f. The analogy of the c.rystal- 
stone looking reddish h lllerel} called [or in nlaking the q uali- 
ties of the anlahlwra
la appear on the Pure Self, but that docs 
not restrict itself to the mere ')uperil1lpo
itioll of lhe relation of 
the tinge upon the substratum, but also Illakes for the 1llu
ory 
charactcr of the superiInpo
cd and its qualitie& Praka
dtIna) at l 
!!lus dismisses the apparent objcction of anyalhak!!1'atl dir 
<:!:0 
towards the superimpo&ition
f the QualiLic5 of the anta
lka}a 
Ul 
on the Pure Self. Hc also dismisses the other appar ent 
objection that t here would appear two kind 
 of quali- 
!ies-one real and the other }llusory---..QV showin g... J

 though 
t ffer e are two subjects (the Self and the anla
zkara1Ja) yet they 
are merged into one by the act of adhyasa (superimposition) and 
hence one set of qualities appears in that act. Now there 11laV 
very well be an inter-change of the sets of qualities in an act of 
super-imposition, as is indicated by sarikara in the preamble to 
his Bhat;ya (adhyasabha
a) as itaretar1idh:yiislt (lnutual super- 
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imposition) of the substrata and qualities of the Self and the' 
antalj,kara1'}a. U7 Now this tinge of the aniai}karar;,a seems to be 
not revealed by the Self, for it is the Self that gets the super- 
imposition of the tinge. To such an apparent objection, 
Prakasatmayati's reply from the Advaitist standpoint is that 
there is no necessary relation between the tinge and its revela- 
tion (uparaktatva and bhasakatva), for though it cannot be 
proved that an untinged (anupa1.akta) entity is the revealer 
(bhasaka) as opposed to a tinged one, yet that involves an inher.. 
ent want of necessity making for bad logic. Revelation doe
 
not necessarily mean that there should be an absence or presence 
of any tinge (i.e., external qualities) that is revealed. Even if 
the crystal-stone cannot reveal the reddish tinge of the shoe- 
flower because the former is tinged with the latter, it does not 
necessarily follow that the Pure Consciousness or Self that is the 
substratum of the super-imposition of the tinge of the qualities 
of the ant a!Jkara
za also should not be able to reveal that kind 
of tinge. For, as prakasatmayati rightly points out, revelation 
is by the merits of Consciousness or unconsciousness inherent in 
the substratum, and not due to its being tinged. A conscious 
entity reveals all the falsely superimposed objects on itself, even 
though it partakes of the tinge of those objects, while an uncon- 
scious substratunl like the crystal-stone merely receives the tinge 
of the external, reflected quality and can never vouchsafe for its 
revelation. us These cryptic lines of Prakasatmayati serve as one 
of the bed-rocks of Advaitist metaphysics for it is on a correct 
explanation of the concept of revela1. z on (prakasa) as the 
inherent nature (svabhava) of Consciousness (Caitanya) that 
the whole system of adhy1isa as super-imposition, though illu- 
sory, upon It, as having made the Pure Self in the light of the 
limited Ego etc., becomes clear, specially as the light of the 
Pure Self vouchsafes for the ultimate falsity of the whole pro- 
cess of superimposition on It. Adhyasa is not merely a fact (a 
fait accomplz) but also a tact of un-accomPlishment (a fai
 


147 tatna}nlanyormasmi'll anyonyatmakatam anyonyadlwrma'lh8cadhyasya 
itare taravi'lJeken a atyantavi 1'tktCV/Mdh a1'madha'1'mi1J.0rmithyti' inananimittaZb 
8atyanrte mitll'UniT..rtya 'aham£dam mamedam'iti 'llai8ara(lil
o'yam lol'avya- 
'l"aharalJr-(BMhm asfltrabhii
 ya of Sailkara; adh yli8a1J hils ya). 
14.t1 iii4yaca1tanye avab hti8a7
atvana1,.ab 11 /isakatvayornimitte, nopo1 aktat I:a- 
1/tlparaktatve itya:rtnalJ,-(Vivarana, P. 336). 
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non.accomPli), when the Pure Consciousness will reveal all 
the false super-imposition on It. Thus understood, the fact 
of superimposition of the Ego and its qualities upon the Pure 
Self, becomes all the more clearly understood, for it is the 
Pure Self that vouchsafes for the unreality of the superimpos. 
ed objects and its qualities. The Ego and its qualities are, 
no doubt, superimposed on the Self, but it is the Pure Self 
that vouchsafes for their revelation (bhasakat..va) by Itself. 
. Otherwise, -no adhyasa of the nature of blind ballets upon 
blind substrata would have been possible, for such an adh;j1isa 
would have never been known at least to the Sakji- 
ca
tanya:J and hence would have been always unknown. A 
p'J.opos this conclusion of the Advaitists, the conscious objector 
raises his voice once more only to be drowned in the higher 
pitch of the Advaitist reply. The objection ensues from the 
apprehension that even Pure Consciousness cannot be said to 
be the revealer (bhasaka) of the superimposed, for It is also 
devoid of any cognitive process like the u nconscious enti ty 
{say, the crystal-stone, and this admissIon IS Umfl lhe anytt fka- 
khyati-standpoint, for the Advaitist never admits the 
substratum as inert but as Consciousness delimited in it) to 
vouchsafe for the revelation of the super-imposed. In fact, the 
Pure Self or Consciousness cannOl be said to have any episte- 
mological process, like the knowledge of the tinge of super- 
iInposition, to say that such a tinge is existent, though falsely 
so; for, in that case, Consciousness or Self loses its Pure-ness. 
Nor can it be said that it can reveal even without such processes, 
for It is the revealer of objects on Its own merits of self- 
luminosity, for, self-luminosity may at best make Itself inde- 
pendent of any such processes but cannot by that luake the 
Qbjects revealed at the same tilne. Inlpelled by the conscious 
.objector on these horns of the diIemlna, Prakasatmayati in full 
force brings out the Advaitist reply. His reply is that the 
epistemological processes are never needed by Pure Conscious- 
ness to shine not merely in Its own light, but also for the 
revelation of everything superimposed on It. Thus Pure 
Consciousness, whenever revealed, makes for the revelation of 
the superimposed objects and is never for that matter in need 
of any epistemological processes. Self-luminosity of Pure 
Consciousness is, therefore
 enough grounds for the admission 
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.of the fact that all super-imposed objects are naturally revealed 
in the light of the Pure Self that is beyond all epistemological 
processes. Revelation of the superimposed is inextricably 
bound up with the revelation ot the Pure Self in its own light, 
for, to be superimposed on Pure Self or Pure Consciousness 
means that there is no need for any epistemological 
processes for that Self or Consciousness to reveal the 
objects superimposed. Such proce
ses are called into 
beIng when there is a special urge to know them in 
particular ways of immedIacy or no n-inunediacy. But 
superimposed objects, like the ant.abkaia
la or its qualIties, are 
in direct touch with Consciousness as Sak
zn. Hence vrttzs or 
110 vrttis, it can be deduced that a direct contact with Pure 
Consciousness makes for the revelation of the objects, at least 
to the Sak
tn. The V? ttis are necessary for the prgma, t r. c (,u1.an- 
ya (the epistemological subject), which in the form of JJva, 
Tequires various forms of vrttz to know the external objects 
.and even internal ones. The Sak
!n is, however, ever the 
Witness to all these changeful vrttu which are called into 
being in the case of the knowledge of the external objects and 
.are also not absent in the case of the internal perceptions of 
pleasure, pain and the mind-all subjective states per se-but 
nevertheless the latter are always in direct contact with the 
Sak
tn where the vrtti.s are Inerely logical po
tulates to be ad- 
mitted for the explanation of later recollection (smrtz) but are 
not directly needed. 149 Such being the nletaphysical position of 
the Advaitist, Prakasatmayati takes courage in both hands to 
show that there is an inextricable contact between the Pure 
Consciousness and everything else super-imposed on It, whence, 
naturally, nothing is outside Its knowledge as being super- 
imposed. The epistemological processes, therefore, are of 
secondary import, for these are required when there is the 
operation of the epzstemologzcal subject as pramatr and hence 
.all sorts of vrttis are postulated to make a tinge of the super- 
imposed (e.g., the anta/:tkara
w) on the Pure Consciousness; 


],to antaltkaranataddharmiidiniim l rttivu}ayi1bTl.yupagame lee vala8iiktjived ya- 
tl:iibhyupagamavirodha '/,ti viicaya'l1'£ : nahi 'l.'rttirh 'Uina siilesivisayat'/..arh 
Jee valasiikl}ivedyat z; am hintu indr t yanu1J'£onildzpramii'l}avyiipiiramantare1] a 
-8a
vil}ayatt..am-( V ediinta Panblta
ii, c. U. Edn. P. 72). 
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otherwise all fact
 of the empirical and epistetnologIcal world 
would come and go without their being ever known in their 
bearings and settings, but would have anI} been superImposed 
entitIes without an) 
ubjective and objective reference; Pure 
Consciousness would then have been the necessary guarantor 
01 all superinlpositioll and all fe' clation as such. Thu
, as 
on the one sIde, there is an inextrIcable and innate relation 
belween the Pure Con
clOusness and the tiZ? ectly superimposed. 
entilies like the a1lla
/kwa
2a and il
 qualIties, so also on the 
other side, all external objects, a
 superiInposed on It, ma} 
be said to be revealed to It whenevcr such superimposition 
ha') taken place. Hence the gulf of the epi
temological pro- 
{ess is not neces
af} to vouchsafe for the revelation of the 

uperimposed either internal or eXlernal; for, it is well seen 
that such proces&e
, 'whether called into being or not, are 
tuerely secondary to the revelation 01 such objects-that call 
.theIf aid to be kl10wn in epistemological settings. Hence it 
i') that the cryptiL remark of Praka
atmayati: av)avadhlinena 
(lfsamsar ga ella pralzbhasahetuh (Vzvara1J.a; P. 336) assumes 
gigantic melaphysical Import to understand the real implic- 
atIOns of the remark. The conscious objector has not yet 
been satisfied with the anal}sis of an1.fll.lkara'l)a and its know- 
ledge vls-a-Vts Pure Con
ciousne

, as given 
o elaborately by 
l>ra.kasatma} d.ti ironl 
he AdvaitIst standpoint. He may argu
 
011, that thc anlahkaJa
la cannOl be said to be belonging lo 
the category of the 
lot-Self (zdam), as opposed to Pure Cons- 
c.iousness as Self (anzdam); for, ,it is also dl:rectly revealed with- 
out any nece.ssaJ Y cpistelnological aId, like the Ad, aitist 
S'iik}zn. To thi
 apparent objection also Prakasatmayati gives- 
a sweeping repl} in LOl1&onancc with the Advaitist position. 
He says, though following in the footsteps of his predecessor 
 
PadInapada, that the Self and not-Self are two categories 
determined not by their depending' or otherwise on any episr 
tenlological aid, but by the fact that the one is- of tfi.e nature 
of Pure consciousnes
, while the other is of the nature of 
being revealed by the fornler. This empiricai method is 
sufficient ground for the admis
ion of their metaphysIcal dif- 
feren
e. Thus whether there is any gulf of the' epistemologi
 
cal aId or no, as Akhal]Q.ananda shows it to be impossible tOI 
postulate any pure case of absence of such aid ill our eIl1piri- 
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' of ]zva 
cal behaviour
 i':fo the fact that the an.tal}k«ra'f,)a belongs to the 
category of the not
Se1f is borne out by such deeper analysis 
of its nature in contradistinction to that of the Pure Consci
 
ousness. 1 .31 In our elnpirical behaviour, it should be remem
 
bered that the Pure Consciousness cannot be categorized along. 
with the antalJ,kara1Ja
 the not-Self, though there is an inali- 
enable adhylisa between the two; for, as PrakaMiLmayati bring'S 
out, there is also a distinctness of the anfal.zkara'f)a which tries 
to delimit Pure Consciousness, but Pure Consciousness as Self 
i; merely tinged with such superitnposition of the qnt..al.
kfJ.ra- 

1,a and its qualities, thus making for the distinctness of the 
not
self, i.e., antalJ,kara1)a" as belonging to the category of the 
not-Self. Prakasatmayati brings out more fully the Advaitist 
reply to the apparent inconsistency as tried to be shown by 
the opponents in regarding the aTjlabkara
za as belonging to 
the category of the not-Self. They try to show that as the 
ahaftk1i'J-a is merely separated by the veil of nescience 
(ajf1.anavyavadhlina), it should not be held to belong to the 
category of the not-Sel£-as there is no gulf of the epistemolo- 
gical aids to know it which is directly revealed to the S1ik)zn. 
Hence the contention of the Advaitist, as brought out by 
Prakasatmayati, that the cate?;ory of the not Self is revealed 
through the Inedium of vrttts. while the c ategory oftii:e --SeI'f 
i s revealed withouL de ndence on s uCh me d ia, i s held- to 
be in consistent by the objector who 0 s that the ahankara 
is equally independent of any vrttis
 as it is merely separated 
by the veil of ignocance. Hence the Advaitist has to justify 
his claim on the ahankiira belonging to the category of the 
not-8elf, and this task is ably undertaken by Prakasatmayati 
and supported by AkhaJ).Q.ananda. They show that as the 
ahankara is separated by the veil of nescience (ajfiiinavyavahz- 
.fa) the objector cannot consistently hold that it is neverthe- 
less not separated by any vrtti
 and should belong to the cate- 
gory of the Self, as is mainfestly done by him. But the 
Advaitist reply would be that such a contention regarding the 


?=?- 
_ J 


ISO Tcet.a7at''lIatirekii'6hiit.iinna iiiii.nal
T;yiil. ym. adltanafiiyii.[l, prayoJa'kafl am 
-(Tatt'Vadipana, P. 337). 
tS1 arthata8Cit81.ariipatii.'nidamamsufc(. caitanyal.:a:rmatii. cecl amamsaNi 
1/a ifiiinakTi'!!t1FJ/al.adn.ii.ne1'l.etyaTtlza
-(Yira'1'a1J.a, P. 337). 
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ahankata as belonging. to the category of the Self is a mere 
illusory knowledge, for wh 
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9kf!.s. T'hus the ahankiira) 
though separated merely by the alfiana, is undoubtedly an 
object of the category of the not-Self-the Self standing reveal- 
ed alway
 in its own light, while the objects of the category 
of tIle not-Self arc always in need of sonle sort 01 V! ttis-either 
(on tactual '\\'-hen depending on p T amli1;as or lnerely conceptual 
when though not depending on jJram1i1}as, is merely postulated 
a
 being directly revealed to the Saksin (kevalasak.
zvedya). In 
the case of kevalasak sivedyatva even, there is a gulf, a neces- 
sary medium of aj'filina or of its own nature (svavi.
aya) to 
make for the revelation of the objects of the category of the 
not-Self, and ahahk1ira undoubtedly belong
 to this category. 
(d. v[ttzvvavadhanena 
iddhzreva sarIrendrzyavti.. a Yo'1)amzda- 
mzti pratibhasit'ii, tadavyavadhanQsiddh zrevanzdanzpr.a
z bhii sz tQ, - 
Vzva}ana) P. 337; zndrzyasannzkaryaJarh Jii1inam vrttzsab- 
dlirtha/:t) vrttzSabdasya yathlisrutamart hamadliyahankarasylivya- 
vadhanaszddhzmlikszpati-nanvaJiianeti_ Tattvadzpana. P. 337). 
Prakasatmayati brIngs out very systematically the -45!Val.- 

t£I/lr.e..tation of 2!:E.!J12i!!!:.P/ b-as in that of the face on a 
mirror. This discussion is necessitated by the fact that though 
Pure Self or Consciousness is anal ysed as being tinged (uparak- 
fa) with the superimposition of the external objects and their 
qualities, yet It is also regarded as the substratum for the 
appearance of pratibimbas like the ahailk1ira. His analysis 
suggests that such analogies Inerely make for the one-ness of 
the bimba (Pure Consciousness) and pratzbimba (ahankara), 
or in other words, between B1"ahman and jiva. He adduces 
elaborate arguments to show that the separate experience of 
the pratzbimba, say, of the face on the mirror is not tenable 
..on strict logical analysis. We need not go into details of his 
arguments, but suffice it to say that as the 
rat:y'abhijfia 
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l1:- He shows the arguments, logically tenable, in favour of 
the impossibility of the pTattbimbas as different froin the 
bimba, in so far as such a difference is negated from the very 
fact that an entity, existing outside, has a shadow Inside a 
particular medium" like water or mirror. Praka.satmayati first 
tries to silence his objectors by showing that such shado'ws 
(p r:!:!!!!...zmbas) may be regarded as transformations!!! the parts. 
of the mIrror in the image of 
o! 
al ent !!L (bz1?lbal
 
whence their difference should be a thin g
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_i!: 
transformation of the mirror-reflection due to a particu lar 
entity outside may' be regarded as the v 
 entity itself. ThiS: 
pari1J1imavada, proceeding from the sat..karyav1ida theory, may 
be adduced by the Sankhya-Patafijala School in consonance 
with its metaphysical stand. 
 rakasatmayati v e ,!tementl);- 
upturns this view,_ tentatively 
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 ter-part. 'l'lle--refIeCtIon, It 1 t exists at all, is the creation 
of the Sel f' s nescience and hence false, throu h and through. 
This is the backbone of all the arguments accumulate y 
Prakasatmayati on this point. He has tried to show elabora- 
t
ly that if there were a real transformation (pari1Jama) of the 
reflection (pratibimba) on the parts of the mirror it would 
have endured even when the original counterpart would be 
removed. But that is far from the case. The reflection 
changes from the variations in posture, movements and pre- 
scence or absence of the man whose face is reflected. The 
reflection of the foce on the Inirror cannot also. be said to go. 
out as soon as the original counterpart itself changes fronl the 
place, as in the Nyaya-Vaise
ika theory which explains the 
destruction of an effect due to the change of the cause or con- 
dition responsible for a particular effect (nimittapaye nazmil- 
tikasyapyaP1iya1;).. The favourite example in this regard is 
that of the 'knowledge of mutuality' (apek5abuddhi) that is 
responsible for the appearance and disappearance of the 
knowledge of two-ness (dvitvabuddhi). Knowledge of two- 
ness ever involves that there are two mutually dependent 
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.entIties to give rise to such a kllO\\ ledgc. This knowledge Jt 
J11utuality is what they <-onceive as responsible Lor the appear- 
ance and disappearance ot the knowledge of two-nes
. But such 
a \ lew l
 hardly tenable
 tor even though the nWll ita (cause or 
condition) sonletimcs h absent iron1 a plaLe, its na.zlll1.t.tl.kQ; 
(eftect) <-an go out teIllporaril)
 but nc\ertheles
 that doe
 not 
really 111ean that it is due to the absen<-e of the nzmztta; tor 
It is well observed that when a dIflerellt eft eel intervenes, the 
.cause or condition is Inerely intervened in its latent forceful 
potentiality by that telnpOraI) eftect. When a matting which 
is rolled up for, say
 years together i
 !'pread out by the hand, 
the 
prcadIng la
ts so long a
 the telnporary samJkara (poten- 
tiaht
) done with the hand 1
 operative, after which the more 
powerful smnska1Q of being rolled up £or
 say
 months again 
operates; otherwise if the absence of the temporary samskara 
.ot out-stretched-ness meant the rolling-up of the lllatting, there 
,\-ould have always been the rolIed-up state generated by the 
more formidable JamSka1-a ot years. Thus the rolled-up state 
being temporarily checked is generated again by that formid- 
able sarhskara and not by the mere absence of the out-stretch- 
ed-ness of the matting l'U Prakasatmayati shows that on the 
showing of this allalysh it will be clear that the reflection of 
the face upon the Inirror should penist even after the original 
counterpart is renl0ved, for that image has a strong samsk1i1a 
to rise up
 being reflected on a minor lnany times. If that 
be the case, there should not be anything to stand in the way 
.of its persistence,--cven if a dIfferent image is reflcted
 for that 
different image is merely a telnporary check for the original 
image strongly and frequently iInprinted on a particular 
mirror (,>ay, the image of IllY face daily on my own Inirror). 
But that would be an absurd contention, for no one can say 
with definiteness that the reflection of his face on his OW;1 
:mirror is a persistent factor of experience. Thus the reality 
of the reflection as transformation (Pm l1}ama) of its parts is 
untenable on all hands. 
From these analyses Prakasatn1ayati drives at a very 
J >.) li/1Jult(lpiil/(J1)1(7tJ(rtice(h ira)(Jl1rlLH4lja!i saJi!sJ..r71/tblliit e 8alh
e8tel('fi 
bl/(;I ai'i-( VII mana, P. 340). . 
_ 8f1l
1 '?::i l/i7JJ/(/ I (> smill est Ulll) },a/alln 11117sf It, tatl
r1pi 1. i1'!ld lllw).JiryoflJattan 
pUll at l/1tl:,ai'i latham, 1lvti.t.ant:yMia-nunitteti-(Tatttadipa'lla, P. 340) 
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fundamental Advaita position about the nature of the refle<.- 
tion (praUbimba). He tries to establish that the reflection, 
.as of the face on the mirror, is not a real transformation 
(paritlama) of the parts of the mirror, for then there would 
inevitably ensue the question that the reflection, inspite of 
the absence of the original counter-part, should endure as 
having been really transformed in that form once it is imprin- 
ted from the counter-part. No amount of arguments would 
be able to save its being absent at any time, for the fact of 
the absence of its counter-part (nzrnztt1ipaye na
mzt.tzka.syap:ya- 
pliyaf.z), for it is well established that thlS V aiSe
ika contention 
does not hold good in the matter of temporary absence of a 
nimitta; if there had been a stronger potentiality (sarhska;a) 
to which such temporary absence of the nzmztla is secondary 
.and mayor may not be called in aid to explain the p<»ition 
.of the eclipse of its effect. He also shows that the reflection 
.can never be a real transformation of the original counter- 
part, for it has no conditions precedent for origination. He 
puts it in a syllogistic way; na darpa
zadau
 nzukhyavyaktanla- 
ramastz, laJJanmakara
2asunyq,tvat; .sasama.staker vl.fia1;wvadlif 
-(Viva'Ja't).a, P. 341). He then goes on to examine the objet:.. 
.tions of the opponents that the Advaitist contention of the 
,one.ness of the original counterpart (bimba) and its image 
{pratibimba) is untenable, for these objectors show that even 
posterior recollection of the one.ness is not warranted to prove 
.the real one-ness of the two, as there is well such posterior 
recollection of one-ness in an illusory silver (as on a piece of 
shell). To this rather apparently forceful objection, Prakasat- 
mayati ,brings out the real nature of illusory objects and the 
.absence of one-ness between the substratum and the super- 
imposed. His analysis of badha (negation) brings out the full 
implications of the Advaitist theory where the superimposed 
is the creation of avidya and hence illusory (pratibh1iszka) 
through and through. He shows that negation or badha of 
the superimposed (adhyasta) makes it wholly negated in its 
own nature (of illusoriness or falsity), when, for example, a 
piece of shell is falsely cognised as a piece of silver, the latter 
is negated, not as being absent at that particular place and 
time (as would be held by the various satkhylitivadins), but as 
being wholly an illusory object that is merely cognised falsely 
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(pr1itzbh1isika) having no ,'eal nature of its own. If this be- 
the basic prInciple of negation from the Advaitist standpoint, 
it becomes evident that it does not merely postulate a retanon 
that is false, and llece&sarily which is negated afterwards, but 
recognizes the zntn1lSlC falsity of the object itself. Hence 
Prakasatmayatl very rightly analyses the difference of the 
nature of negation that is made in the case of a reflection or 
image (pratzb'l1nba); here he shows that there is merely the 
posterior knowledge (Pratyabhz)'iliina) of the absence of any 
image on a partic.ular adjunct, say, that of my face on the 
mirror, which does not necessarily entail that the image is- 
intnnsically false, but Illerel)' suggests that it is the image 01-; 
reflections of an original counter-part with whIch it is In one- 
ness. The appeorance of the original counter-part on a different 
adJuntt or substratunl as belonging to that adjunct is what is 
negated, but neither the appearance as such nor the adjunct 
as such is false or illusory and hence negated. The disappear- 
ance of the image of my face does not, therefore, necessarily 
Inean that the image is zn ztself false, or the adjunct (mirror) 
is Zn ztself false, for neither the image nor the mirror is nega- 
ted but is only shifted frOln the original places to show that 
the original counter-part is the only substratum for all images. 
to appear-images that are all zn essence one with It. Such 
being the position that Prakasatn1ayati so ably drives at, fol- 
lowing in the steps of his predecessor, it remains to judge 
fairly the nature of the image (pratiblmba) Vts-a.-vis its rela- 
tion to the onginal counter-part (bimba) and the adjunct 
(upadht). True it is that the image is not negated for it is 
110t dlfferent 211, essence from the original counter-part; the 
appearance of the image on any adjunct is not separate from 
the counter-part in the sense that the adjunct makes it appear 
where there should have been really the existence of the- 
counter-part itself. But as that counter-part. is known as Lhe 
image due to the adjunct (mirror) which has a relation only 
with the counter-part, it becomes eVIdent that the image 
should appear, not as different £ronl, but as one with the 
counter-part. The function of the adjunct (upadhz), then, is 
to creat.e the bifurcation which is naturally not to be there; 
but as the image is bifurcated from the counter-part, there is 
some kind of a power or potency that is responsible for this 
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phenomenon-though unnatural. It comes to this, then, that 
the bheda or difference is engendered in the place of abheda. 
or unity due to some power or potency that inevitably makes 
unity succumb to diversity. This is the true philosophy of 
avzdya or nescience, the mother of all difference and diversity. 
The totally illusory (anzrvacanzya or mithya,) is that which is 
superimposed on some substratum, where ordinarily that 
would not be super-imposed. Hence the pratibzmba" though 
not different from the bimba J has the appearance of a distinc- 
tion, however unwanted it might be. This distinction of 
bheda is, therefore, totally false or illusory and what should 
be negated is this wrong ascription of bheda on abheda.-of 
the distinction of a pratibzmba on its unity with bimba. 
Thus it becomes clear as day-light that the quality or dharma 
of bhinnatva is illusory, not the bh!dyamana-for there is no 
bhidyamana as such, whkh is one with that with reference to 
which it is bhtdyarnana (different). In the case of the appear- 
ance of the silver on a piece of shell, the silver is out-and-out 
illusory, far the silver appears purely out of avidya on a subs- 
tratum where it is ordinariLy absent. Here, therefore, the 
bhidyamlina is not one with that with reference to which it is 
so, for here the bhidyamlina itself is engendered by avtdyli; and 
hence'is illusory and, therefore, negated. From these consider- 
ations, therefore, it comes out as a moot question how to deter- 
mine that avidy1i J the generator of diversity, should be taken- 
as generating illusoriness in the appearance of diversity-some- 
times in the object itself and sometimes in the mere quality 
withbut affecting the object. Here, as Prakasatmayati brings. 
out, are considerations to be weighed carefully in determin- 
ing the nature of illusion-whether it is born out of any 
adjunct (upadhi=sop1idhika bhrama) or is not due to any ad- 
junct (nirupadhikha bhrama). Reserving our discussions on. 
this very important problem, we should presently engage our- 
selves in determining the nature of the pral'Lb1mba as reflected 
on the adjunct which may be taken as the eternal nescience- 
(avidyli) and not any common one like a mirror. For pur- 
poses of consistency it should be borne always in mind that 
.such common adjuncts like the mirror are alone not respon- 
sible for the appearance of the image, unless it is backed up 
by nescience present in the percipient. Hence the pratib'Lmbtc 
16 
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should bc regarded in the light of its 110n-diflerence from the 
hzmba when no nescience intervenes, or should ordinarily 
intervene, to generate it a:; dzfferent from the latter. In other 
words, the pralibzmba is one with the blmba without any ad- 
junct, which, In the restricted sense we have adopted, makes 
for the difference to appear. Thus the objection with which 
the conscious objector may come up before the Advaitist is 
ably refuted by Prakasatmayati who shows that there is no 
necessity to postulate the falsity or negation of the p r al z bzmbg, 
on the ground of scriptural passages like Tat Tvam Asz 
(Chandogya Upa'Ju
'jad 6/8/7) which seem to be unjustified it 
the Tvam is not negated by Tat. Prakasatmayati's analysis 
shows that such passages do not postulate the negation of the 
Tvam but only the Unity of the two concepts Tat and Tvam 
-the only Reality. Like posterior recollection (pratyabhirna) 
of a previous experience as 'so'yarn Devadatta'/-thi
 is the 
Devadatta whom I saw previously-these srutz-passages merely 
indicate that the verbal distinction involved in Tvam is mere- 
ly syncreticised with its Unity with 1'at
 as the previous experi- 
ence of space, time etc. along with Devadatta is syncreticised 
with his perception of unity in the present context. 153 Thus 
it is clear that there is no necessary negation of the appearance 
of the pratzbzmba) i.e., the Tvam-element, when the bzmba) 
the Tat-element is realized syncretically with it. What il) 
negated is the upadhz; the adjunct, called avidy1i along with 
the false perception of the quality of bhzn.natva generated by 
it. Hence while fivatva is negated as being the false creation 
,of avzdya; the ]zva as non-different in esscnce from Brahman 
is merely realized as such, and never negated. To substanti- 
ate the trend of arguments in this regard, we can refer to the 
s1"uti-passage: Jivapetam vava kiledarh mriyate na fivo mri- 
yate (Ch. Up. 6jlIj3) wherein it is stated that ]Zva is eternal 
being non-different from Brahman and can, therefore, never 
die; what die are the false associations of body and senses 
that are left out as being unrelated in any way t.o the essenti- 


.lli3 8o:yalh .De....adatta itivat tlidalmyalJo1am, 'I/O lJararthabadhapmamiti 
'Pa1l7Laratl-matl'amit
-(Vi-Lara'!la, P. 342). 
tader;addesadz'L aiSt8tyaparityagena yathil 80' yamityilder De tadattas t a- 
'} it]Japaratmm, fad /"ad1"ticyilmsapantyiigena citUidiltmyaparatviit na biidna- 

 at.! amasy(jpitYfJ.7tllah-(Tatt
'adipana, P. 342) 
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:ality of the Jiva. They are not warranted but for the exist- 
ence of the false adjunct of avidy.1i and its false creations in 
the difference of body etc. Padmapada also suggests this 
Advaitist interpretation of the absence of negation 
.of the pratib'tmba; i.e., Jzva J when it is syncretically 
lealized along with Brahman J by saying that if there 
were any such negation, the form of negation would 
have been 'Thou art not (there)' (na Tvamasz'tz) but it is 
simply 'Thou art That' (Tat Tvam Asi'). From this syncretic 
realization there is nothing to assert that there should be a 
negation of the Tvam-element to justify its Unity with the 
T at-element. It is rather clearer to hold that the Tvam-ele- 
ment is really the Tat-element not different from it; only the 
false associations of accretions are there due to the inherent 
avidya. To declare avidya and all its children as illusory does 
not necessarily warrant that what is not due to it- 
but is above board of all avidyli-is also illusory 
.and therefore to be negated. Negate the avidya and 
.all what it can touch and produce, but you can 
never negate what is non-negatable) if we can use 
such a phrase,-such is the true import of the srut.is. The 
analogy of the image of the face on the mirror, so elaborately 
brought out by Prakasatmayati, rests on this solid Advaitist 
.doctrine of the reality of unity between ]iva and Brahman- 
The facial image is similarly not to be negated for it cannot 
be, as being non-different from the counter-part. The upadhi- 
though here it is the mirror, yet being backed up by avidya.- 
may cause its appearance, yet it is by no means negatable. 
The only false and therefore negat.able associations are the 
:accretions of posture and direction that are seen to follow from 
it. Negate them as much as you like, but the image lasts not 
as a false entity, but as the very manifestation of the counter- 
part that' is in association with t.he mirror and revealed as 
1C1ifferent. 
Prakasatmayati following his predecessor further goes on 
to analyse the nature of the pra:ti.bzrnba to show that its ap- 
pearance cannot be denied if there be an adjunct in contact 
with the bimba. The bimba has an appearance on an ad- 
junct if the power of avidya is operative, and even then it can- 
Dot be said that the prat..tbimba should cease to appear when 
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we ha\c knowledge of the bzrnba as the ouly realily. He 
first goes 011 to dismiss the objection of the Prabhakaras that 
there is no such thing as a pratz.blmba over and above the 
bzmba) which bcing rec.ognised without its relation with the 
trunk (grlvli), [sa11zsargagraha = gt7va.)llwlVeJljjgraha
(lit-TaJ .t..va- 
dipana> P. 434}, appears on the mirror; truly speaking, there 
is no such separate entit} as the pratlbtmba. 'rhis akhyatl va da 
theor) of the Prabhakaras, sa}s Praka
atmayati, is negated by 
our common experience alone which shows the facial image a
 
turning toward
 the man whose f ace is reflected on the Inirror 
and thereforc as one which seem& to be thel e 011 the mIrror and 
not non-existent as the Prabhakara
 imply. It, therefore
 
takes him no pains to show that the appcarance of the inlage,. 
though non-different fronl the counter
parl, cannot be denied 
altogether. He now goes on to analyse '\vhether the Image 
should at all be existent when the knowledge of the original 
counter-part is realised as the only real knowledge. In other 
words the problem boils down to this that when we have the- 
knowledge of the original counterpart (bzmba) as the reality 
behind the appearance of the image (p1atzbzrnba), should the 
latter still appear? This question arises from the fact, hinted 
at by Padmapada, that a ul1itar} entity (dravya and not iiitz 
or g'll1Ja etc) can never be real whcn it appears siInultaneously 
and in its cntirety at two places; for, no 
uch d1avya '\lith 
such bi-polar existence is conccivable whence it should 
be conceded thal one of its aspects is falsc. So when QtllJba 
is known as true, the p'/otlbllnba is false and should not appear 
any longer. To answer such possiblc objections, Praka
atlna- 
yati, following his predecessor, has meticulously shown that the 
appearance of the itnage as dzsilnct on a dtffe'J"ent adjunct i
 
'what is false, for such dualIty of space Ineans a creation, out 
of our nescience, of the image as e
J.!jlenl dzstznct/t}'. Hence the 
creation of maYa (or al1idyii) al1 it is, 'we cannot 'but rccoonize 
. 0 
Its appearance, though in fact the bimba is one with the pra.lz- 
lnrnba without any spatial or teInporal distinction as 1eally 
fr1 esent. Suc.h being the real position of the Ad\ aitists, Pra- 
kasatmayati brings out that the appearance of the jJ1"altb1mba 
need not neccssarily be expunged from our sight when we have 
the real knowledge of the him ba. Here he brings out a discus- 
sion, hintcd at by us above but reserved for the time beino 
o 
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regarding illusions of two kinds-viz.
 n!fup1idh z ka (without 
.any adjunct or up1idhi) and sop1idhika (with an adjunct or 
upadht). He shows that in sop1idhi.ka bhr.amas like the 
present instance of facial image or that of the reflected tree 
with its upper branches and foliages appearing on the surface 
.of a tank as being over
turnedl there seems to be no ground 
for the admission of any work of m1iyli or avidya for such 
reflected appearance l as the real nature of face as above is being 
fully known l there nevertheless remaining such and such 
.appearance. But the Advaitist answer is that even if there be 
tattvajnana (knowledge of reality) there may yet appear 
sopadhzka bh'J'amas; therefore l tattvajii1ina is not in conflict 
with the appearance as otherwise of the reaIitYI for though the 
real incentive to such appearance iS I no doubt; avidya pertain- 
ing to the percipient consciousness yet there is a material 
ddjunct like water or lnirror which rakes it up. Thus when 
such raking up takes place l atmlividya (avidy1i pertaining to 
percipient consciousness) transforms itself into the appearance 
of the image. In SOPlidhika bhramas) therefore l when the per- 
.cipient consciousness has no direct knowledge of itself as the 
substratum of the avzdya responsible for the appearance of the 
image l mere knowledge of the reality of one aspect of the 
.appearance (the b'lmba) cannot dispel the other aspect of it 
(the pratibimba). Thus in ni.rup1idhika bhramas like the ap- 
pearance of the silver upon she11 1 the direct knowledge of the 
shell is sufficient to dispel the ignorance covering up shell-con- 
sciousness and hence as Soon as the shell-consciousness 
is revealed l the ignorance covcring it up and resposible for the 
appearance of the silver i& no longer there. Thus there is a 
deep-rooted metaphyskal theory to support the epistemologi- 
cal position brought out by Prakasatn1ayati to support the con- 
tinued experience of the image in sopadhzka bhramas. In 
'Such cases l therefore l the appearance of the ilnage can be 
expunged only when the material adjunct (like water) is 
removed so as to 11lake for the percipient consciousness to have 
the direct or immediate knowledge of itself as being the seat 
-of the nescience responsible for such appearance. The ]Iva" 
therefore l as a reflection of B'mhl'nan) ceases to appear only 
when the adjunct of avzdya responsible for its duality in space 
;and time is removed 1 thus vouchsahng for the dirc-Lt know- 
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ledge of the Self or Brahman as the dispeller of any reflection 
outside itself. The role of the adjunct, therefore, is not a whit 
.unimportant, for it is the 1!l0st important medium for the ap- 
pearance and disappearance of the image-to retard or reveal 
the direct knowledge of the Self. In nzrup1idh z ka bhramfJ.s/. 
avidya veiling up the object-consciousness creates something 
other on it and hence the super-imposed comes and goes when 
that nescience is dispelled, even if the Self or the percipient 
consciousness be not known directly as the ground of all 
nescience. The knowledge of the piece of shell without' any 
avidya is enough to show that there is no silver that illusorily 
showed itself upon it. The piece of shell might be pushed for- 
ward to be related with the percipient consciousness (pramatr- 
caitanya which is here designated as the Self) to be brought out 
in its own direct experience (vz
aya-p1atyak
r;a) when the perci- 
pient consciousness also may be regarded as worthy of direct 
experience for the directness of the shell, but such far-fl.ung 
ePistemological steps are warranted in nirup1idhzka bhramas
 
as in sopadhtka bhrama.
 where the object-consciousness is in 
no wise veiled, yet there is the appearance of the image. These 

acts have been very lucidly summarized by Akhal}.(;Uinanda in 
his Tattvadipana thus: adhzsthanayathiitmyajnanasyadhyasavi- 
rodhitvat tasmin satyapyadhyasa iti katham? iti cet-tatra 
vaktavyam-sarvatra tattvajnanasyadhyasavirodhztvam uta kva- 
cit? nlidyal;t, tattvajfiane satyaPi sopadhikabhramadarsan- 
adityiiha-naceti, kutra tarhi jnanasyadhyasavirodhitvam? iti 
pr ccha y1irh dvitfyangik1irevottar amaha-kirh tvitz, ida matr1i bhi- 
.f!retam-urdhv1igravrk,ya-jfianasya bhramahetutvam nast zyate,. 
kirhturdhv1igr av r k .Jasya jalaprat z b im b itavrk,yasya cazkyavacc hin- 
natma' paroJqyajiian1ib havada jna'Yllanivrt tzl;., tadab havaSea jal- 
alalqa1Jopadhiptatibandhat tatra pratiPandhakanivrtty1i' parok- 
,yajfianen1ijfiiinadinivrttil;t-(P. 344). 
From these elaborate discussions as to the nature of the 
pratibimba; .Prakasatmayati brings out the real implications of 
the negation of the false knowledge of associations which fiva 
as pratibimba are endowed with. He first shows as unfounded 
the objection against the impossibility of negation of such false 
knowledge because of the Jiva's being a prattbimba of Brahman 
not as a false entity but as one in essence with It, whence even 
the direct knowledge of unity may, as has been explained 
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a.bove, not be able to dispel the false knowledge of associa- 
ations. He shows that in the case of the appearance of Jjva. 
there is an essential difference from the ordinary pra1.z/2!mb
 
like the facial image, for in the latter cases they are all uncon- 
scious and cannot be dispelled without the physical removal 
of the material adjunct like the mirror; but in the former 
case of ]iva; he is always conscious and therefore any true 
knowledge will automatically dispel the false associations with 
which the fiva.1 is connected much unlike the associations 
falsely ascribed to the facial image as being turned toward 
(Pratyak) the man whose face is reflected. In such cases the 
unconscious image and its associations are removed not by 
mere real knowledge but also when the material adjunct is. 
removed. The conscious character of the fiva is undisputed 
unlike the unconscious image, for the latter cannot move of 
itself without the lnovements of the bzmba whence it is clear 
to say that it is never a conscious agent. It cannot also be 
argued that the bzmba, i.e, Brahman should have the real 
knowledge, for it is the bimba like the man (Devadatta) whose 
face is reflected that is the real possessor of such knowledge. 
Here also this essential difference of the character of ]zva as 
conscious must needs postulate that it is not the claim of the 
bimba or counterpart as bimba to possess true knowledge as 
in the case of the reflection of the unconscious image of the 
face; it is the agent; who as consczous possesses the false know- 
ledge, that should also possess the True Knowledge eclipsed by 
false associations and as appearing otherwise; and this postul- 
ation is with regard to the conscious ]iva-falsely associated as. 
severed from Brahman in its accretions. Thus the thesis as. 
put forward by Prakasatmayati is one of the bed-rocks of 
Advaita metaphysics and also epistemology, for, on a correct 
understanding of it hinges the true import of illusory know- 
ledge (adhyasa). Adhyasa as being due to avidya or ajfiana 
belongs to the conscious percipient who, as being subjected to- 
it, must needs get rid of it by the dawn of right knowledge. 
Right knowledge (tattvajnana) is the destroyer of avidya or 
false, illusory cognition which is in direct conflict with it; 
hence no unconscious adjunct or substratum can be said to 
have any right knowledge, for it is never under the subjection 
of any illusion. Ajfiana or avidya can never veil an unconsci- 
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ous entity, as has been elaborately discussed above, and hence 
it is never in need of any dispelling of it. The ordinary 
material adjunct like the mirror or water, which is in contact 
with the b'/,mba
 merely creates a duality in the inlage-per- 
ception in which sense it is false. But neither the image is 
the possessor of any a]fiana) nor the original bzmba the posses- 
sor of any right knowledge; for both are inert, unconscious 
entities which can never have any false or true knowledge. In 
the case of the fiva
 however, he has a special privilege of 
being con
cious and this privilege nlakes him the possessor of 
.the false knowledge oi duahty due to false accretions related 
with him. Though he IS non-different from Brahman; yet it 
is he who loses sight of that unity and, though one in essence, 
falsely identifies him
elf with duality or plurality of body, 
mind etc. The reflection as reflection is, therefore, never 
false, for it is not-different from B'Jahman) the Supreme Reali- 
ty, but the liva-refiection is sOInewhat unique in character 
than ordinary reflections. The con&ciousness that is in the 
]iva is veiled as being severed from Brahman" but the facial 
image is not so veiled, nor the face itself, for, it is, as has 
been already brought out, the consciousness of the percipient 
subject which is, under the influence of material adjuncts, sub- 
jected to an avzdya (1itmamoha), thus vouchsafing for the 
duality of the images to appear. Hence in such cases the 
images have nothing to do with the dawning of right know. 
ledge, nor is the blmba or face as such concerned in any way 
with such an advent. The Pratibzmbas linger on inspite of the 
dawning of right knowledge, and the bzmbas also are not pre- 
vented from being reflected by such dawning of right knovl- 
ledge-so long as the Inaterial adjunct is there. It is only 
the conscious percipient as p'Jarnat] who is directly the 
enjoyer of any fruits of false or true k!l0wledge, inspite of the 
fact that there is a reflection or there IS none. Thus Prakasat.- 
mayati's analysis of t.he dawning of right knowledge carries us 
direct. into the heart of Advaiti.,t metaphysics and epistemology, 
by showing that not because of the fact that a particular 
Entity, say, Brahman is the original from which there is a 
reflection, say, of ]iVQ) should there be a recognition of Its 
being the possessor of false knowledge as well as true know- 
ledge; for 110 other cases like those of the facial images can 



Advaita Inquiry into the Image-character of ]iva 249 


prove that the bimbas are such entities. It is the nature of 
..o,vidya to cling fast to consciousness and not to any .mere 
bimba. Hence it is the nature of tatt;vajfiana to rise in that 
which is under the spell or aJiianas. Thus considered" it is 
no good logic to hold that Brahma.n
 the b'J.mba
 is the posses- 
sor of true knowledge, for a]'fiana does not directly affect It. 
Here, however, we may consider the plausibility or otherwise 
.of such an argument; for, it is well known that in Advaita 
Vedanta, it is the Brahman as Pure Consciousness. That h 
,declared as being the substratum of a)'iiana. When aJiiana is 
said to cling to Consciousness, i
 is the Consciousness as Self 
that is veiled by it. At least, the VivaraIJ.a School does not 
admit any difference between the substratum or locus (as-ray a) 
and the object (vi
aya) of ajfiana; for it is Brahman That is 
both. The BhamatI School, however, regards the ]Zva as the 
locus of avidya or ajfiana. Now if such be the metaphysical 
position of the two Schools, how can VivaraIJ.akara consistent- 
ly maintain here that is: the fiva that is the focus of ajiiana 
and also the locus of right Knowledge ?154 To answer such 
:an awkward situation, we should do well to understand the 
metaphysical conflicts in this regard between these two 
Schools. The VivaraI).a School admits that it is Pure Consci- 
ousness that is both the locus and the object of ajiilina for the 
fact that It is veiled (vt
aya) by the a}nana and also becomes 
reflected as the ]iva in being the substratum (asraya) of 
ajfiana. The reflection of the fiva, in itself being the creation 
of ajfi1ina, cannot be the locus of aifiana. 155 Thus out of 
logical consistency, the Vivara:ga School has accepted this 
position, however Inuch the Bhamatl School may try to sup- 
port that. fiva being eternal (anadz) may be regarded as the 
substratum of anlidz ajfiana without the fear of mutual depen- 
dence like the eternal seed-sprout-selies (anadi bZllinkuranyaya). 
But the achnission here by the VivaraI).akara of .lzva as the 
locus of ajfiatva or ajfiana to support that right Knowledge 
should belong to him (]iva) seems very much loosened in 


154. na bimbatl ak'rtant tat t 'I: ajf1.al1as'J'ayat1./am , lLinlu b
riintat'/..akrtam, 
tadapya)nattakrtam, tadapi Jwatl'animittamzti bliiiw'b---(Vivar(J.1)a, P. 346). 
155 ii8'J'ayatl:a-'V;
(})1Jatva-bMigil1i rnnibldigacttir€ l.a kevala pii.'l vasid- 
dhatamaso lH paScimo niis'J'a'lJo 'blta1..'afi na1Ji (Jorara(v--(Samkl!epa-SiiriTaka, 
-1/319). 
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logic. We c.an, howe\er, justli) that Prakasatmayati here tries.. 
to substantiate the difference of the Jiva from the ordinary 
images as that of face on mirror to show that it is a Conscious.. 
EntIty-granted thal zt zs ]zva-which is in ignorance and 
with right knowledge. Bralllnan J in the interpretation
 of his 
School, reflects as the Jzva J thus making for the duality of 
appearance in the latter; the latter, however, is non-different 
from the former. Hence all duality necessarIly being illusory 
is the product at ajfiana clinging on to Pure Consciousne&s 
 
when that veil goes awa}, right Knowledge as unveiled and 
unprojected da\\'ns. 
Such being the analysis of the position of the Vivaraq.a 
School with regard to the problem of illusion in the context 
of the reflection (pTatzbimbatva) of Brahman, it becomes easier 
for us to understand which direction PrakaMitmayati's argu- 
Inents even in their seemingly paradoxical presentations as. 
above are leading us to. It is merely not a battle at words 
to win the cause of logic, but it is the cogent and coherent 
presentment of one's viewpoints that counts in logical analy- 
sis. We think that we have amply tried to show above that 
this place of paradoxical logic is resolved by understanding, 
the main thesis of Prakasatmayati that Pure Consciousness as 
Brahman being projected as a reflection as ]iva-which being 
one in essence with other accretions appearing as severed from 
It-is the ground of all illusions and the disappearance of 
illusions. But that does not in any way mean that Brahman. 
h the possessor of right Knowledge or is liberated from bond- 
age, for though disappearance of illusions comes within Its 
purview, It is never affected by such disappearance, for It is. 
also not the enjoyer of any difference, though fal'3e, as It!) 
reflection ]iva is. It is beyond all enjoyment, either of duality 
or of unity, for It is ever One and Accomplished (Ekarh Sat). 
How can It be affected, then.. by any false accretions that may 
hinge upon Its reflection, ]zva, for it is the ]iva that as 
Consciousness loses; under false sight.. the vision of the pristine 
purity of that Consciousness. So Brahman postulated as the 
ground of all ajfiana as also its object in this School, is from 
the highest metaphysical standpoint an enigma-for Pure 
Consciousness merely contacts the avzdya but is never con- 
taminated by it. It is the most general logical as well as. 
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metaphysical postulate to testify to the existence of (l1)id
a
 
but is not mixed up in the dirty whirlpool of it in empirical 
and pragmatic associations. Judging from all sides we can 
merely acquie
ce to what Akhal}Q.ananda has mildly suggested 
after aU arguments on this point-sarvajii1idzrilpe ajiian1israyat- 
vasya viruddhatvat tadvzpaiitajIvasyajiiatvamltyarthalJ,. etac- 
c1ingzkrtyoktam; vastutastu cznmlitratanl'ramaiiianam-(T aUva- 
diPana; P. 347). 



CHAPTER X 


THE IIvIAGE-CHARACTER (PRATIBIi\tfBATVA) OF jlVA 
FURTHER EXAMINED-WITH OTHER HYPOTHESES 
BEING PROVED UNTENABLE 


From the above c.onsiderations of the fundanlental Advai- 
.List position., we may proceed with conIidenc.e to agree with 
what Prakasatn1ayati has laid bare before us regarding the 
l'eflection of ]iva trom B'Jahman. The c.onscious obJec.tors may 
.again come up with their inevitable array of charges In the 
nature of the bad logic of dIlemluatic argulnents. But it is to 
be borne in mInd that the above fundamental Advaitist posi- 
tion does not suffer from the illogIcality proved by such dilem- 
matic arguments. The main dilemma flung towards such a 
position is with regard to Pure Consciousness losing its all- 
.conscious character or its own intrinsic nature as havIng been 
affected by such knowledge also. To be more definite and 
,clear., Brahman, the Pure Consciousness" as the locus of all 
illusions must be postulated to have the knowledge of such 
illusions also to justify its all-conscious character; and that 
admitted., it will have to be postulated also that It is not un- 
affected by such knowledge of duality (the false knowledge of 
all false creation that is denoted by the tenn sarhsara1}a). There 
i" 110 via rnedla for It. Hence" to understand the real Advaitist 
reply" we should do well to follow what Prakasatlnayati has 
himself said. He says that B'Jahman as the bimba being all- 
knowledge" it is quite in the fitness of things that It should 
be the substratum or locus of all illusory knowledge of 
adhy1isa, but that does not in any way warrant that It is also 
.a creature bound down by that process of adhyasa. Adhyasa 
gets its meaning when it is referred to It as the locus of itself ; 
otherwise no adhyasa would be upon purely unconscious 
entities which are not the objects (vz
ayas) of ajiiana, nor upon 
a Nihil or Void for that is adhy1isa upon no substratum at all. 
The postulation of Brahman or Consciousness is" therefore a 
logical necessity from the Advaitist point of view of adhyasa, 
.and adltyiisa is not a dialectical process for the inclusion of 
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Pure Consciousness within its process, for Pure Consciousne
s 
is always outside that process. It does not therefore, follo\\!. 
as a logical corollary £rOnl the ground of adhyasa that 5uch a 
ground, i.e., Pure Consciousness, is absorbed in adhyasa. The 
ground of all adhylisas is ultimately the Self or Consc.iousness 
(iitman or B1.ahman), for it is That which being veiled is ..lls'1 
the ground of any avzdya that is operative for the appearance 
of a purely illusory object upon such a ground. Even in ordi- 
nary nzrup1idhzka b/uamas of a shell appeanng as silver, it is 
the Consciousness of the percipient subject (self) that being in 
union with the Consciousness delimited by the shell is clung 
fast to by the ignorance (avidya) which is capable of transform
 
ing itself into the false silver. But the Pure Consciousness to 
which the false silver is revealed directly along with its cause, 
i.e., avzdya
 is not in any way affected by the falsity of the 
creation of ignorance that is operative only in the empirical 
world of behaviour and action. Thus in the higher grade of 
adhyasa where the ]zva as a reflection of Brahma1), is mixed up 
"in the bfth of birth and death" the Pure Conscious.ness as such 
i
 merely reflected under the spell of ignorance as something 
other than Itself-which the reflection as such does not 
warrant. Hence the bimba or Brahman being reflected as ]zva 
is not a whit affected with the falsity that is associated to the 
reflection under the spell of nescience (avidya)-as limited- 
ness, birth and death etc. Hence the dilemma put forward 
by the objectors dies out automatically when we can show 
that all-knowledge belongs to Brahman; no doubt, but the 
illusory knowledge of adhyasa is merely certified to by Its 
presence. Really such adhyasa is in the actual empirical world 
of false associations that are indulged in by the fiva not in 
his pristine purity but under the spell of false ignorance. UG 
The speciality of the pratzbimbatva or ]zva is further brought 
out by Prakasatmayati when he shows that as in ordinary cases. 
of images like that of the face upon the mirror, the image 
(reflection) stays on as long as the upadhz (material adjunct 
like mirror) is there, inspite of real knowledge of unity of the 
face and the image having dawned in the man, so in the case 
166 BrahmOpi 8?titma'lli Jive 'Pratib
mbe samsaram pa8yadapi tatt1 a- 
jiiJinitvtid nanU8ocatt; tattl. aj nalla8amsara1)e cat adatasyaJitatt adivan.netare- 
taratra '/..'J/atatl

hate-(JTiHl'Jana, P. 347). 
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-of the ]zva-reflection it Inight be of the same nature of non- 
.negation of duality even after the real knowledge of unity, had 
the Jiva been of the same nature with the facial image. But 
.the ]iva having no material adjunct like the Inirror save the 
.out-and-out false avzdya" there cannot be any filoment of false 
knowledge when the root-cause of all such knowledge, i.e., 
avidya) is totally destroyed at the dawn of the transcendental 
Knowledge of Unity. Akhal}.9-ananda clearly brings out this 
.difference of the nature of ]iva-reflection from that of the facial 
image-reflection. 151 The character of the ]'iva as reflection 
(pratzbimba) is finally brought out. by Prakasatmayati by an 
appeal to proofs of perception as well as s'Juti (as well as smrti 
and sutra). He dismisses the possible objection that ]iva being 
limited by blind nescience cannot be the consczous seat-that 
is in essence not different from Pure Consciousness-for the 
possibility of any ajfiana or posterior tattvajiiana; similarly 
.also he finds no reason in the argument that Brahman being 
All-pervasive cannot be reflected by limited nescience. The 
fiva is a reflection by ordinary experience of his C01J,
CZQU$ 
nature that is only acted upon by the limited knowledge 
wrought by nescience; otherwise it is not different in any way 
from All-Consciousness-it is not in any way limited as ,uncons- 
cious by the nescience that acts upon it. The nature of ]zva 
as a pratibimba is, moreover,' substantiated in the different 
strata of Vedantic literature, viz., the sruti" the smr ti and 
.the sutra (Brahmasutras).158 Brahman as AJ.l-petvasive 
Pure Consciousness can be reflected on avidya as JiVfl! 
in the same way as all-pervasive sky studded with stars 
appears as reflected on a Iilnited watery surface. Reflection of 
the all-pervasive is possible if there is an adjunct to work upon 
the all-pervasive entity to make for its appearance that is not 
in essence different from it; had the reflection been different 
altogether from the reflected, we could question whether the 
-reflected aII
pervasive entity should at all be reflected on an 
adjunct as limited. But when the reflected entity is not such 


:57 IIrallm ai'yat.Lnkta8yallaJlka ,ade '{ aJi'i.iinam alatva.d ifl.a.nenay'iiilnanim.tty- 
.altpadhtl.:abh,'j'amanl1.1rttz8ambhava.dityabh iprayalb (Taftvadi2Jana, P. 347). 
158 J'upam 'J'iit a7h 'P1'atirupo bablLili'a 
('lJadha. bahudhaiva ca drsyate Jalacandracat. 
ata e t"a copamti 8flryal.:a.dil'at- (Br. Silt, 3/2/18). 
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an entity as to be different altogether from the image which is 
reflected, who can question the plausibility of the image 
appearing on a limited adjunct but not on that account being 
limited by it? Limitation is not real in the all-pervasive entity 
even appearing as circumscribed, for this is a characteristic 
created out of the false bifurcation of the limited and the 
limiting where in fact no such bifurcation is ever true either 
in the one or in the other. Thus the reflection of Brahman 
.as ]Zva should be recognized on all hands as the most authen- 
t.ic proof of the real unity of all existence that is running 
through both, but falsely bifurcated in the creation of accre- 
tions of associations in the latter. (cf. t.atpratzbzmbatvanz 
J:idrupatvafica saslrapratipannam pratyak
apratipannafica na 
:nzrakartum sakyata zti bhavalJ,-Vzvara'fJa J P. 348). 
Prakasatmayati next takes up his pen to establish his own 
theory of reflection (praizbimbavada) of ]iva against another 
equally strong theory of limitation (avacchedavada) advocated 
mainly by the Bhamatl School. It is rather interesting to 
study the metaphysical differences of these Schools. Dr. 
Asutosh Sastri in his book Vedaniadarsana-Advaztav1ida (in 
Bengali) has sounded a rather discordant note on the point 
whether the Bhamati School as initiated by Vacaspatimisra 
can be said to advocate avacchedav1ida as is commonly attri- 
buted to him. He has tried to adduce some independent 
arguments to show that Vacaspati advocated no less the pratl- 
bimbaviida than in any other School (Vide-Vedal1tadarSana- 
Advaitavada-Pt. I. Pp. 320-321 ; also P. 337). But Vacaspati 
has definitely advocated avacchedavada as an independent 151 ) 
line of argument where he has not followed MaI).ganamisra, 
his model of following, who in his Brahmaszddhi has sup- 
ported pratibzmbavada. (d. Yo ]ivo nzyanta loke siddhal;t sa 
paramatmaiva upadhyavacchedakalpztabhedastatha vyakhy- 
ayata ityasakrdovedztam-BhamatI on Br. Sut. 1/2/ 18-Antar- 
yamyadhikara'fJa; P. 254; Ed. M.M. A. Sastri, Nirnaya Sagar 
Edn). 


150 Dr. Sastri has referred us to Bl/(7mati on 13r. Silt. 1/4/22, 2/2/28, 
2/3/43 to show Vhcaspati's admission of 1)ratib1:mbatt'a of Ji1)a A very 
interesting study of both the views has been made by Appaya DiksJta m 
'Ved(7,ntalaupatarupanmala (on Br But, 1/1/4). He hEj,s however shown 
his leaning towards avacchedavada towards the end. 
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nanu-Jlva aPL B1 all ma[alll/jj-(l)'allrekadvz
uddhas1Iabhli"(Ja(1? 
tat kaiham te
'U aVldylivakiiSal:z? vartamelal. na ca, t?ivadbZ1n- 
badavadatlit pratibirnba112 krpanadz
1.l bhznnam, ; atha ca 
tat ra /.yamatiidl1a\llddhzlavaka{arJl lnbhale -(Brahnw,\iddhz
 
Madras Edn., Pc 1. P. II). 
pararna1"t hella abhznna aPl Brahmano Jzva
l kalPanaya 
mzlhyabuddhya bl1nbap1alzbt1nbacand'JauaGca tatD' bhzdyante; 
evanca bhedamiilramatra kfilpamkam-safikhapa'l'}i{zkli on 
Brahmaszddhz;. Madras Edn. Pt II.-P. 32). Be that as it may, 
Prakasatmayati has exposed the weak points in the avacchcda- 
vlida contentions. He has shown that thIS theory cannot be 
accepted pnma faCle on the analogy of uniyersal ether (likaSa) 
as limited by a particular container, say, a jar (ghata). The 
analogy of gha{lik1iSa does not and cannot warrant that Brah- 
man is also avacchznna (limIted) as ]zva, for in the former 
analogy there is no necessity of any consciousness to be limited
 
as ether is unconscious, through and through. Thu
 if ether is. 
limited by the jar, there is no necessity that it should also be 
limited as the conscious seat of all operations, for once lImited 
by the jar, it is ever limited in its unconscious operations. But 
in the case of B'rahman it is not only limited as fiva but also 
limited in a way af> to be the prime mover of all. Thus there 
inevItably arisef> the necessity of a double 1..zrnztatzo-n in the case 
ot Brahman; for, when It is hmilcd af> the Jiva by the 
accretions of associalions af> bod)', senf,C1) ctc., the unlImited 
(anavacchznna) residue, it there may be any sULh distinction at 
all (for when Brahman is avacchznna; It is so within the II-va 
in completeness, but outside Jlva also It i
 not wholly exhaus- 
ted), should be either kept as such or made to be absorbed in 
the limited ]zva for purposes of Its all-pervasive character. But 
the avacchedavlida shall have to recognize that the all -pervasive 
and all-regulative characters of Brahman (sarvagatatva and 
vllvanzyanlriva) should be recognized to explain adequately 
their existence in the ]zva-limilations also. In fact, the avac- 
chedavrldln unwittingly commits himself to a double lzmllation 
by 
uch an incvitable position-for in the first case Brahman. 
j., 111crc1y a
accJlinna as fiva and not as sarvagata (ali-pervasive} 
and sarvanzyantr (all-regulative) and in the second case, It is 
10 be recognized as both. These arguments have been very finely 
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expressed by Akhal}.Q.ananda in his Tattvadipana.160 The 
necessity of such limitation a& sarvagata and sarvaniyantr can- 
not be avoided, for it is Brahman, and not fiva into which It 
i-; limited, that. is both. So logical and metaphysical necessity 
forces the avacchedavadin to acquiesce, inspite 0.1: himself, to this 
unwarranted circumlocution of thought. In the pratibimbava- 
da, on the other hand, when the ether is said to exist indepen- 
dently of its pratzbzmba, whence the latter springs up on a 
watery surface, it is not illogical to hold that Brahman too 
is simultaneously Itself and the prah..blwba, ]Iva; with all cha- 
racters present szmultaneously in Its reflection as ]iva. 
Thus giving his verdict on the pratibzmbavada as the only 
adequate explanation for the appearance of the ]iva (d. Pra.ti- 
bzmbapak
a eva s'reyan-Vzvara'f)a, P. 348), prakasatmayati shows 
that the upadhi for such appearance is avzdya or nescience 
which is also illusory in itself like the accretions of false associ- 
ations born of it in ]Zva. Hence the elimination of avidya is 
the only real way for the elimination of all the false associations. 
of difference that the ]"iva creates, though falsely, as very real 
expressions of his relation to Brahman; in fact, not only should 
]iva be regarded as one in essence with Brahman but should 
have the upadh'l of avzdya completely obliterated by the awaken- 
ing of the transcendental Knowledge of Unity. Thus the 
illusorionness of the upadhz, obliterated as soon as such Know- 
ledge dawns, cannot be denied-as making it continue for the 
appearance of duality in ]zva till such transcendental Know- 
ledge. 
To examine the nature of the upadhz we are at once drawn 
into the apparent anomaly as to which is the real upadhi for 
the reflection of the Jiva. After all has been said and done r 
Padmapada has succinctly said that the Ego-hood (ahankartrt- 
va) is the cause of the appearance of the Jiva" s knowledge of 
diversity as real, veiling as it does his real Knowledge of Unity 


160 avacchinnapradesel}vanavacchmnasya d'l..'{J'U1Jikrtya '1:r tt yaYf)gat- 
(Vivara
a, P. 348) 
8arvagatasya Brahma
a upiidhya1:acchetlo p1 athamamekti 'I..rttill" pun- 
aravacchmne' pi. niyant'1't'l.iiidis iddh lIartham anavacchinna8ya v'1'ttyantaram- 
ii8raya
iyam, na raitadupalabdhacaramiti dvigu1)ikrtya 'l..rttY6.nupapatttb, 
gaganasya tvat'occhinne '1.:rttyanangikii1 iid t aisamJlamiti bhti'l. a
- 
(Tattvadipana P. 348). 
17 
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(d. sa cahailkal trtvamatrnan,o rupam manyate" na bzmbakalpa- 
Brahmatka1fiPat1im-Pancapadzkii, Pp. 348-349). Thus herc 
seems to be an apparent anomaly in regarding the Ego-hood, 
and not nescience so repeatedly brought out previously, as the 
cause (or adjunct-upiidhi) for the appearance of the jIva with 
his inevitable false Knowledge of dualIty. Prakasatmayati 
resolves this appm"ently irreconcilable position by showing that 
there is perfect logic in his predecessor"s remark that Ego-hood 
has a part to play in the emergence of such false knowledge. 
For, the upadhz, though undoubtedly the avzdya; the creator of 
all false knowledge,-is that which veils the Pure Consciousness 
that is Br"ahman without any dualIty. Such a conception of 
the upadhi unmistakably makes us consider how the Pure Consci- 
ousness can be veiled. If we examine the stages of our empiri- 
cal life, we can say with confidence that all the stages are not 
.equally strongly under the veil of one uniform type of false 
knowledge and false behaviour. 161 In Pure ConscIousness the 
measure of duality is determined not merely by a1!'J.d;ya, but 
also by the nature of false associations that ensue upon it. In 
.our dreamless state of slumber, the Pure Consciousness has 
been bereft of all external and internal associations, and thus 
has merely the solidified avzdyii as existing without any projec- 
tions out of it to make Itself standing in a relation with it of 
mere subjectzvzty. In our dreaming and waking lives, we are 
associated, by and by, with the Ego-hood (ahmikartr.t.va) and 
all it encircles within itself, viz., possession of the accessories 
.of body etc Ego-hood is not generated out of avidya so 
long as the first active principle of duality, viz., the mznd or 
.antalJ,karat:za is not superimposed upon the Unity that is Pure 
Consciousness. The vast empirical edifice of our activities is 
buil t, brick by brick, upon the plinth of the antahka1 ana or 
:mind through which Pure Consciousness finds channels of ex- 
pressions in diverse ways. In fact, antal;zkara'l)avrttzs are the 
fIrst and foremost means of the unity of consciousness to get 
dIversified. However, the antal}karat:za should again have its 
vrttis in concrete centres like bodily organisms and thus the 
field of the knowledge of duality is further extended. We 


l
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now do not luerely know through the an[qJ;Jk{J1(JJ.
a but also 
III and through our bod) and all its attendant necessities of 
a unique character. So, as Pralasatmayati analyses, the 
!ireaming Self is Inerely in contact with the anta{
kf1raJ.zfJ 
through which it 
eelllS to be a creature of a world ","here his 
I)ody and l
S unique funclion
 are Inoperati\ e; only a mental 
world crcal<..d out 01 aV1CI}a to :mak(; :-,uch self live, Inove and 
have its being in persist
. But in the waking lIfe, 
he Self is 
."-11m.dng through the anla
lkai a
za
 no doubt, but expressing 
all the phy:')ical \va}s and nlean
 to °ll1ake itself a creature at 
jts self-created uniquencss that IS duality. Such beIng the 
very naturc of the liie of Jiva
 it is but natural that Padma- 
pada should not. nlerely make hiIU a creature of aVld)a
 pure 
and simple, but also of all the gross and ) ct grosser accretions 
that arc entangling hinl Into the unlockable mesh of duality. 
The force of avzdya Iuakes the ]zva;, no doubt, appear in the 
image of B,-ahmaJl; but the ]iva means 1110re than a nesciencc- 
fangled creature; he is also a fully a
sociated being in all the 
paraphernalia ot such neSClencc Thus his Ego-hood IS in 
the very naturc of his kno\\dcdgc and existcnce as a bifurcated 
being in his waking, and to a sInaller extent, dreaming life. 
However, the different str,lta of his existencc, entailing as they 
.do (a
 'we have scen), divenif1ed fonus of upadln-all children 
.of avzdyii-do not Inake him different selves in such different 
strata or stages. The same waking nlan goes to sleep and 
is again absorbed in deep, dreamless sluluber. The distinc- 
ness of his own se]f endures uniformly, and is not turther 
distinct or dIverse in such stages. For, as Prakasatlnayati and 
Akhandananda, specially, have aptly sho'\,'n that when a )zva 
has the primary up1idh i of avzdya to make hiln distinct, no 
amount of internal multiplication or diversification of the 
up1idh z s will make the same ]Zva as diverse. But when such 
a ]Zva is not made to be regarded as distinct primarily by 
IJ,vzdy1i
 his internal diversifications multiply as making him- 
self different creatures under circulus tanti al diversities of the 
attendants of avzdyao 
Prakasatmayati analyses the peculiar nature of the stale 
of susllpti where there is seen a cessation of all the gros') func- 
tions of the body; the self is absorbed into itself, so to say, 
being only in relation with solidified avidy1i through the 
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subtle body (lzizgaSaTira). Thus there being no scope tor false 
knowledge (bhrant2) in such a state of the physical existence, 
the Jiva roay be said to have no knowledge of duality from 
Brahman. Thus the su
uptt-state bet0111CS a state without any 
false knowledge due to the definite working of the avzdia; 
such being the apparently justifIable argument from the oppo- 
nents' point of view, it bec.ome
 indIspensable that the real 
nature of thi
 state vzs-a-vis a-uzdya has to be brought out from 
the Advaitist point of view. prakasatrnayati proceeds to 
achieve this end with utInost precision of thoughts. He 
shows that, no doubt, the su
uplz-state is bereft of any gross 
physical £unction
, yet it cannot be said to be outside the 
realm of ignorance, and all the attendant false knowledge of 
divisions. The knowledge 01 divisions need not be due to 
its being strictly p10duced out of avtdya (avzdya-k1irya), for 
such knowledge may be justified on olher grounds as welL 
Such knowledge is possible in the SZl.fiujJ[z-5tate because of the 
fact that division and its knowledge in su
upi t are dependent, 
though not produced, on avzdya (avzdya-lanlra). This fact is 
significantly hinted at by Praka
atmayati and is clearly stated 
by AkhaI}.c}.ananda. 162 But even if such a standpoint is taken 
up by the Advaitist, his ground must be securely laid against 
the possible objection that such a knowledge of divisions. 
though dependent on avzdya
 cannot be said to have origi- 
nated in the suyupli-state as in the p'ralaya-state, for such two 
states are bereft of any active functions-thus making all divi- 
sions naturally alien to the Jzva who is in such states of an 
all-ceasing existence and making avzdy1i reside only in Pure 
Consciousness '\vhich should therefore be the substratuln of 
such divisions; moreover, if such divisional knowledge is ad- 
n1itted to be unproduced (akarja) in the sUJupti-state, it mu
t 
be admitted to be eternal and hcnce no reIatioI1 with thc 
flvldya on which it is dependent can be said to exist. To. 
such heavy charges-metaphysical and epistemological-re- 
plies should be as precise as possible and this task of precision 
15 so ably executed by Prakasatmayati from the standpoint of 


162 atha bll1fI/lt/1'J'ionamanapelLsyait-o m.thagafa (1 a 1"ibMlga[b l..'a7.1Jyafc 
(Vu mana, P 349) 
_ b
(Jda
1f(J '1/(11 id,/illiirl/at1 mil l.l'11.tlllalfanf1'atllL1I1, afasca bllra1117/(I- 
MUll (> 1 11 b"ed()papatf1rit
 gfl4ha.blbisandltfh (Tatttadipana, P. 349) 
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his School. He admits that Pure Consciousness should not be 
the real owne'f of all divisions and their knowledge; such. 
divisions and their knowledge spring from avidya which clings 
fast to Pure Consciousness, no doubt, but it is the }iva that 
owns all the false associations and their knowledge springing 
from the primal avtdya. Thus in the su
uptt-state also there 
should be a }1:va who has fallen from his original purity and 
who is ever and ever in the possession of all false associations. 
The division into fiva and Brahman is as true in the su.
upt!.. 
state as in other states. But such division may be said to be 
.only a logical necessity and not due to any positive existence 
of false knowledge; and if such a logical necessity is merely 
admitted, then the causal character of avidya from which such. 
knowledge is produced may be said to be a fiction, for such 
knowledge may well be regarded as springing from eternity 
(anadt) and from non-falsity (aV1.bhrama).. To answer such 
charges against the Advaitist, Prakasatmayati shows that the 
divisions and their knowledge are dependent on avidya 
(avidyatantra), though they are eternally present (anadt) and 
hence in s
uptt they are operative in the way as to make 
}zva a divided being. The effects of avzdya are existent even 
in the su
upti-state, though not in the same physical opera- 
tions as in other states and hence divisional knowledge of the 
fiva even in that state is to be admitted as being under the 
spell of avidya (avidyatantra). Eternality of that knowledge 
.cannot make it independent of the influence of avzdya in so 
far as it is not created out of the latter, for here eternality 
itself of such knowledge is under the spell of the latter. Such 
an influence of avidy1i is evident even in the unproduced 
relation of the Self with avidya (a,tmavidylisambandha), for 
such a relation exists even from eternity. It cannot be held 
that the avidya" before its relation with. the Self, is existent 
and hence the relation is effected and not eternal, for it has 
.a priori absence (pr1igabhava). Such a hypothesis is unten- 
.able, for avzdya cannot exist independe
dy without the a 
prion presence, and not It priori absence, of the relation that 
'Subsists between itself and the Self, for o.vidya itself is blind 
<or inert and is revealed only by the Self or Consciousness.. 
Moreover, such relation being iPso facto eternal for the fact of 
the related avidya being so it follows that such a relation is 
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not produced in any way, but is still under the spell of avzd)la 
to exist with all the baneful effects that the aVldya produces. 
It is clear, therefore, that in the su
uptz-state also there is an 
inevitable effect of dIvision that is false, subsisting on aVldyli
 
though not created at that state for being unjustified in such 
a passive state of cessation of all functions. 
Such a dIvisional knowledge springing out of aVldya" 
though not produced out oJ: I
-is nevertheless not attendant 
on Pure Consciousness, but on the consciousne
s appearing as 
Jiva. This is evident from a logIcal analysis which will fur- 
ther corroborate the position that the ]zva-consciousness will 
also make the Pure Consciousness appea} in such divisional 
knowledge, yet wIll make roon1 for its destruction. For, the 
division being the effect of avidya, it goes without saying that 
it is illusory, and Pure Consciousness, that is One and Uni- 
form, cannot be its real substratum. Thus though Pure 
Consciousness will appea'J as the divided ]zva-consciousness, it 
is the latter that will be the real substratun1 of all the false 
associations of divisions. Hence it is really the qualificative 
(v'l£e
a1J.a) avzdya that makes the qualified (vzSz
ta) ]iva the 
real seat of all such false knowledge, and Pure Consciousness 
sits as merely reflected in its nature in the ]iva-consciousne
s, 
but never on that account n1akes the divisions uneradicable 
being co-eval with itself; it is the avzdya that is the creatnce 
of such divIsions and their knowledge which are obliterated 
whenever such dIvisions are nipped in the very bud of av!dy1i. 

 hus though Prakasatmayati holds that the divisions are de- 
pendent on avidya (avzdyatantra), he equally asserts that such 
divisions are also false and eradicable. In Pure Consciousness. 
there cannot be any such divisions. It only appears as an 
image to make for the divisions to be evolved out of av!d'i_a 
-not as produced products but merely as dependents. Such 
being the status of the knowledge of divisions that ensue from 
avzdy1i being dependent on it, there remains very little to add 
to the establishment of falsity inspiLe of eternaIit} of such 
divisions. It has been shown above' that there is nothing to 
debar the dlVi5ions from depending upon avzdya (avidyata n - 
tra), even though they are not produced out of it, as the 

ternal relation of the Self with avidy1i is dependen on avidy'ii 
Itself and hence false. Thus though avzdya is the creatnce 
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of all divisions, such divisions and their knowledge cannot be 
said to be produced out of it, only to justify the passive stat
 
of su
uptz; hence the conscious objector, lurking in his lurch, 
may come forward with the argument that when divisions are 
not produced (ka1ya) and are yet there from eternity, it can 
be safely concluded that they are not to be destroyed by true 
Knowledge, as the Eternal, U nproduced Self is. In fact, such 
a syllogistic form from the objector's point of view has been 
posed by AkhaI).(
Uinanda.163 Therefore the objector would 
have us admit that the vibhagas (divisions) are produced 
(karya) £rom the avidy1i on which they depend. But PrakasJH- 
may.ati ably shows that there is no such invariable concomit- 
anc
 between unproduced-ness (akaryatva) and undestroyed- 
ness by Knowledge (ffian1inivarttyatva), when it is shown that 
the unproduced entities are nevertheless destroyed by Know- 
ledge, unlike he Eternal Self, for the fact of their depending 
on avzdy1i. 16 ! Thus the divisions being clearly shown to have 
been born out of the adjunct (avzdya), as in the common cases 
of reflection on mirror, water etc. (where, avzdya is also pre- 
sent at the background, as we have discussed above), there 
remains very little to add that the aV1dya is the real origina- 
tor of all divisions; but Prakasatmayati also shows that the 
other adjuncts which are gradual accretions like the ahankara. 
(Ego-hood) are also the grosser adjuncts for the reflection of 
all the divisions that are enjoyed by Jiva-consciousness. 
The real implications of the fiva-consciousness as a reflec- 
tion (pratibzmba) of Brahman are, however, antagonised with 
by the School of Bhagavad-Bhaskara, the Vedantic teacher of 
the theory of bhedabheda (identity-in-difference). The 
Bhaskara School wants the Advaitist to admit that the fiva 
should not be regarded as a reflection in order to justify his. 
bondage and liberation (bandha-mok
au) for which purposes. 
he should be 'regarded not as a reflection, but as a real con- 
crete entity that exists differently from Brahman but has also- 
a relation of identity wih It. Such being the Bhaskara posi- 


163 'lJibhtiga&V al idyatant'Jatz;tit gkafiidti.:at kiiryatt'am, aM.ryat1.e jfiiinani- 
'l:artyat1:am na sytit, addyat
nktat
e satyaniiditl'adatmawt itYa8aiik'1fa 
,ubkayatrapi tyab'hicaramalta m.;idyeti (Tattvadi'[J'J.na, P. 351.) 
114 avidyatantranam clinirvacaniyat1.:am anadztvafica a'l:idyti$ambandha-; 
1:anna 'lJirudhyate (Vit'ara
a, P. 351.) 
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tion, Prakasatmayati opposes, tooth and nail, this bhedabheda 
theory trying to expunge the reflectional character of the 
]iva. He shows that such a view, as advocated by the Advai- 
tists, is based upon solid foundations of logical and metaphy- 
sical arguments. The reflectional character of the j"iva makes 
him identIcal zn essence with Brahman; hence the Bhaskara 
view that the image is not an entity (vast'll) like the lJrahma.n
 
for It is a mere reflection of identity, and hence it cannot be 
the seat of bondage and liberation, proceeds from a misunder- 
standing of the real implications of the ]iva as a reflection. 
For, the bhedabhedavadin thinks that the ]zva should be a 
real one as an entity which is not wholly identical zn es.sence 
with Brahman. But the Advaitist position is that the ]Iva" 
being identical In e.ssence with Brahman" does not exhaust 
himself for any other associa1ions, that are appended to him. 
The seat of bondage and liberation is the ]zva-consciousness, 
no doubt, but the jlva-consciousness as identical with Brah- 
man in essence; all other associations that are credited to it 
are negated by the dawning of real Knowledge. Hence the 
bhedabhedavadzn need not be unduly anxious to establish 
that the ]iva having no existence of his own, being a pure 
reflection of Brahman, should not be the seat of any bondage or 
liberation. It is well-nigh clear from the Advaitist stand- 
point that the ]zva is real, even as real as Brahman" in his 
essence, and thus Inay be a ground of illusory knowledge of 
divisions that is bondage as also of liberation from them. But 
the Advaitist doe1) never on that account advocate that the 
fiva-consciousness being in bondage means that B1ahman also 
is in such a state. What he tries to bring out is that the Jiva" 
being a reflection, is, nevertheless, Brahman in the essence of 
Consciousness, and hence it is he who is a legitimate ground 
.of all false knowledge of divisions that are falsely associated 
with himself. The adjunct of avidya makes the real nature 
of Pure Consciousness that is Brahman appear as fiva" only to 
Inake Pure Consciousness above board of all the effects of it. 
Hence, naturally, the Jiva, though Bra.hman in essence, is the 
seat of all the effects of false associations with himself and 
therefore is in bondage and is in need of liberation from them. 
Hence Prakasatmayati concludes that the Bhaskara School 
blunders when it says that the Jiva is not an entity, being a 
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.reflection, whence his bondage and liberation are impossible, 
from the utter ignorance of the real implications of the nature 
of fiva as a reflection from Pure consciousness-a reflection 
that is real in essence with the reflected but screened by a veil 
.to appear not as such. 165 
It remains for us to judge the Telative merits of the 
two types of adhyasa or super-imposition, viz., nrrupadhz..ka 
.and sopadhika
 as has been tried to be expounded by the 
Advaitist teachers. PrakasiHmayati shows that this reflection- 
,.al theory of the ]iva supposes a reflection of it from lJrahlJ7.a1t 
for substantiating that the Pure Consciousness is tinged with 
.the associations that enter into ]iva-hood as well as their quali- 
ties, similarly as the crystal-stone becomes reddish when the 
shoe-flower is reflected on it, that is to say, the crystal-stone 
.as qualified by the red shoe-flower is reddish and not by itselt. 
This is the real necessity to admit of illusions due to an ad- 
junct (sopadhzka-bhramas). The facial image is also a reflec- 
tion of the face and is a bkrama only by lnaking a quality 
due to the superimposition of the directions and postures of 
the image that spring from the adjunct. Hence the sopadhl- 
ka-bhramas are always trying to make a superimposition of 
the qualities of the false associations on the unity of experi- 
ence, for which an upadhi is playing the chief role, for, it is 
this that makes" the divisions due to it as being superimposed 
on an entity that is logically immune from such divisions and 
hence which are false. It is not, therefore, inconsistent to 
a
sume that the divisions and their knowledge are false being 
dependent on the powers of avidya even if they are not crea- 
ted out of it. Production from avz&ya is barred by the logi- 
<:al necessity envisaged in the su
uptz-stage where there are no 
workings or functions of either the external or the internal 
organs. Hence, even if it be said that being dependent on 
d,vidya means a falsity or illusoriness of the depending 
entities in the same way as the falsely created entities are false, 
there is perfect logical and metaphysical consistency; for, to 
depend on avidya means that the dependent effect is existent 
:as an illusory or super-imposed entity, i.e., super-imposed on 


165 tasmlit 1 Jar asiddhantlipariJ1i.dnavdasito' yam gar easaitkarat ad zn() 
II.'£bhTamah-(V'/.varatta, P. 352.) 
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the reality of Consciousness. Had it not been SO
 we could 
never have maintained that the relation of av!dy1i to Atm4'/l. 
is false? i.e., we would have been led to believe that fJ,vzdya. 
has a ral relatzoll to Aman (Self or Consciousness) for such a 
relation is never produced. Such a relation exists from eter- 
nity (an1idzkalap1"avrtta), and hence It is never created in point. 
ot time. Thus though the eternally existent relation of 
aVtdya with .if lman is admitted, it is never contemplated that 
the relation is true or real, being eternal, that is, unproduced. 
Relation of the avzdya with the Self is eternal zpso fact01 for 
no a przo1"l absence of the relation can be contemplated, for 
whenever avzd)Ja is existent it is existent as being related with 
the Self or Consciousness that reveals it. Yet eternality as 
suggesting non-production (akaryatva) of such a relation can
 
not debar us from holding the utterly false or illusory charac- 
ter of it, for aVldya has a relation established with its revealer 
-that is, Self or consciousness,-never as a transcendental 
truth like the Self, but as false as avtdya on which it depends 
for empirical necessities. Divisions and their knowledge anta- 
gonising with the knowledge of Unity are created in the 
transcendental truth of the Self by the false relation that sub- 
sists between itself and the avtdya which being eternal and 
illusory makes such a necessary relation as eternal, yet as 
illusory, like itself. To be eternal like avidy1i cannot postu- 
late that the relation is not necessarily false, being eternal; 
for, then we have to postulate the most devastating hypothesis. 
of possibility of truth in the utterly illusory entity like aV1t.dya.. 
These very vital implications of the knowledge of divisions 
(bhedajiiana), :flowing out of avidy1i being not necessarily pro- 
duced out of it, have been brought out by the cryptic remark 
of Prakasatmayati: avidvalantranii1h canirvacanz)!atvaman- 
1iditvamcavidyasamban ' dhavanna viruddhyate-Vivarana. P. 351). 
Such being the nature of all forms of super-imposi tion 
that there should be a knowledge of something as different 
where the difterence is unwarranted, froln which taking &Ome- 
thing on some other thing foHows, it is to be judged as to 
how in ,<JtJpadhika and nirupadhika-bhrarnas such a false 
identit
 takes place. In sopadhzka-bh'J'arnaJ thcre is an adjunct 
which scrves for the knowledge of division to take place,. 
though falsely, upon a unitary existence. but there does not end 
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the j
urney of any adhyasa. All adhyasas pre-suppose that the 
qualtties of a different entity which we experience Inust be 
falsely imputed upon a difI.erent substratum. In other words, 
even if. there are no real divisions, actually speaking, between 
an entity and its own nature, yet under the spell of a1Jtdya 
and the upadhi (in sopadhika-bhramas), we make a division 
firstly and then Inake one possessing the false divisions as the 
true Reality which it is not. In nirupadhzka-bh1 amas also 
though an adjunct is not operative to make one appear as the 
other falsely, yet there is a knowledge of division at first to make 
room for the appearance of one as the other. Thus adjunct 
or no adjunct, all bhramas postulate a superimposition of 
something (and tl1e qualities) on some other thing. In 
sopadhika-bhramas; sometimes the qualities that are real in 
appearing in their own place are transferred on some other 
substratum, on which their existence is perceived, though 
reall y these should not be so perceived. In the appearance or 
the crystal-stone as reddish, the reddishness of the shoe-flower 
which is reflected due to the mirror of the crystal-stone appears 
unified with the substratum where it is naturally absent. 
If we further analyse the nature of ni'Jup1idhzka-bhTamas 
we shall see that in such cases of illusion where no adjunct is 
operative (e.g., mistaking a rope for a snake), there is a super- 
imposition of something (e.g., the snake) on a different sub- 
stratum (e.g., the rope) on the strength of no adjunct aiding 
avidya, but out of the avidya itself. The difference of the 
two is as clear hcre as not to depend on any external adjunLt, 
like the mirror or water or crystal, for the first prc,peudetic 
of adhyasa to be created, viz., the existence (though false) of a 
difference. Hence inspite of the absence of any such adjunct. 
the omnipotent avidya can make one to be mistaken for the 
other. What, then, remains there in nirupadhika-b/nama\ to 
make room for any quality or anything beside the object to 
be in the field of such an illusion ? We can say that 'W hen 
such an inter-mixture, though false, of the objec.ts has been 
complete, not depending on any adjunct external to avid}'1i:, 
there may yet be the super-imposition of the quality or relation 
of the superimposed of a sylvan surrounding on the substratum. 
as the quality of fright which generally adheres to the real snal.e 
may well be transferred on the rope appearing as snake. The' 
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subsidiary appendages in nZtupadhzka-bhramas depend upon an 
adjunct, that IS the object, to which these appendages relate 
(i.e., frightening relating to snake). Similarly, in the case of the 
nil upadhzka-bhrama 01 Ego-hood (aha1ikara) on Brahman or 
Atman
 we have no other adjunct save avzdya and its powers.. 
Here though the ] zva possessing the ahankara is a reflection 
(pJalzbzmba) of BJahman or ;Itman; yet there is the reflection- 
reflected-relation (pralzbzmba-p-ratzbzmbz-bhava) between the 
Jiva and B1ahnwll, only that the ahank1i:ra as a creation of 
avzdy1i is an entity that i
 self-evidently distinct frOI11 Brahman 
and 
tdnd
 separ
lte by itself, but is yet superimposed on 
Bwlw1fLl1 or Pure Consc.iousness. Hence it will be seen that 
when the a}wuh'iiJ a is made to be superilnposed by avidya on 
BJahlJwn; there is no primary need of the adjunct (here it 
being avtdya) to create a mock-dzvi.sion; as it is necessary in 
the case of the Jit1a-consdousness which without that primary 
business of aVldya, would have been eternally the same with 
BJahma12-consc.iou
nesCj, thus excluding all adhyasas. When the 
ahailkara is thus superimposed on B-r.ahman the qualities or 
appendages relating to it are then transferred on Brahman, 
thus Inaking the relation of such appendages to Brahman as 
false and depending on an entity to which these naturally 
belong. Such appendages of the ahankara are primarily 
karflt-ua (doer-hood) and bhoktrtva (enjoyer-hood) and these 
are then superimposed on Pure Consciousness along with their 
real substratum. viz., the ahaftkfira. These nice distinctions of 
the two kinds of blnama-sopadhika as well as nzrupadhika- 
and their real hearings in the metaphysical theories of ]iva and 
Brahman have been brought out by Prakasatmayati, and 
C'"ptcially. :\khandananda. 1 (,6 


h6 iti JU paclh zldid Ityuqalt pa?'inis panuah talk{iro1!iid7IZkal
 kartrt vadlbya8a 
itt 1.athaJjltum (JiL"ara
2Q, P. 352). 
dm pa!lQdrsWntena Jh a-Brahma-vibn,agasyaupiidkikatvarh siddham, 
,"'pllOfll..ad, 
qtfintena "-art? tt iidermithyatt.amiti 'I.'
bhiigah, 
11 il If P(;(l!l1h-aJ'aJ jU8a1'podOl1.aranam yuktarnityarthah, alakta1coptidhinimit. 
J1l111parlllll..'(>ti, alwnkiira81fa nirupiidh ikiidhyli8apQ')ini
pannatvamatroktam, 
Ja.-lrlllTutljal at l.:.aJtrttiidzkamapi ni'l'upiidhikam ityuktam, atra 'l'ajjU8a'1"- 
pmli 
t{;llt(JJ1a mrupiirlhzkatwm1wyata iti virodhamlisliftkya tatparyamlilba- 
J1/
 If jJf"t.rlllll. (' tz, (Ll, QJi!..'ii? QtHja nirupiidlbzktidhyiiaparinispanatvamat'roktam, 
pIli I aha 1. (/] f Jt I orin all J ']{itlll tkat tamit y apirodha if."'arthaft-... ( TattvadilYlana 
p 352) ow J:' , 
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A SHORT HISTORY OF THE VIVARA
A SCHOOL 
OF ADVAITA VEDANTA 


To follow the Vivaral).a School of Advaita Philosoph), we 
have to begin with the original work of the School b) Padma- 
padadirya
 one of the direct disciples of s.E-$.aJik..a.r ac

 viz., 
Pancapadzka; and have to go through a long chain of works 
bringing down its tradition. Prakasatmayati wrote his famous. 
commentary, Pancap1idika-Vivara1'}a, in about 1200 A.D. That 
separated the commentary from the original work by about a 
span of four centuries. But a few other comInentaries had 
also been written on the original work of Padmapadacarya,. 
viz., Paficap1idika. 
The Paiicaplidikadarpa1'}a, a [ika on Paficapad'lka by 
Amalananda, and another rik1i, viz., Paficapddlk1i{ikli by Vid'
 
sagara were written, which are yet to be published. Now, as 
to the dates of these two authors, we can say that Amalananda, 
if identified with the authOl of KaZpataru, a (ika on Vacas- 
patimisra's well-known commentary, Bhamati.. on salikara's 
Brahmasutrabha
a, should be placed after the work of 
Prakasatmayati was written, for the author of the Kalpataru 
belongs to the middle of the 13th century A.D. Amalananda' 
has another work called Siistradarpa1'}a on Advaita Vedanta 
(Published in Sri Vani Vilas Press, Srirangam). As to the date 
of Vidyasagara, we can reasonably place him before Prakasat- 
mayati, for the former wrote the Paficapadikatzka independently 
of the influence of the latter. These two hypotheses are how- 
ever tentative, and whether Amalananda, the writer of the- 
Pancapadikadarpa1'}a" is to be identified with the author of the 
Kalpataru has yet to be fully examined and whether Vidya- 
sagara :flourished before the work of Prakasatmayati remains 
yet to be more fully investigated. (The difficul ty that lies ill' 
these investigations is rarity of these two Mss.). 
Coming to Pancapadikaviva r a1Ja of Prakasatmayati, we- 
Iand ourselves in the epoch-making period of this School, and 
henceforward move towards a history of the dialectical litera- 
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tUle of Ad"alta Philo&ophy which bases itself solidly upon the 
,(Gl1clusions arnvc.d at in dear tenn':l by Prakasalmayati. The 
work is placed at the end of the 12th century A.D. or at the 
openIng 01 the 13th. FrvlIl the cdophon of his work we know 
that hIs real namt i'5 "S\',lprak::i
anubhavabhagavat" or eimply 
"Svapraka
dnubha"a," and he wa
 the disciple of Ananyanu- 
bhava (d. a 1 lhalo'jJl na n1imllaroa )1o'nanyanubhavo guruf.z- 
I nO odu.ctOJY stanza. No. b, Pai'j,captldzkavzvaratta). But the 
more commonly known name of the author of the Pancap1idzk'ii- 
VZ1.'arana is Prakasat.ma"\ati or Prakasatman (d. Introductory 
'!lallza, No. i) A <.onlmeniaf)' on Paiicapadzkavzvara'lJa of 
much obscurit) has been publIshed from Calcutta (Calcutta 
';anskIit Scries No.1-Ed. by M 
I Anantakrishna Sastri from 

1etropolitan Publishing House, including nine c.omnlentaries 
all Brahmasut1abh(ifiya at sanlara), and is known as the 
Rju"{!lvara
w
 "hose authOl, a(cording to the colophon, is 
Visnubhattopadhyaya, son of J anJrdalla. Tradition has it that 
Janardana later took to the mona
lic name of Anandagiri. 1 

nandagirJ, also known at) 

nalldariUina, was probably a native 
of Gujerat and Jived In the middlc of the 13th Cent. A.D. 
He was a pupil of two tC;'.Khers, "iz., Anubhiitisvariipacarya and 
suddhananda. 2 Mr. Tripathi considers that he was the 
nl0na
tIC head or the Dvaraka Mutt. He wrote the famous 
tlppa

as on the Upani
wld-Bharya.s of Sarikara and the well- 
known cOffilnentaty Nyayananaya on the Brahmasutrabhasya 
of Sankara. (Vzde
 Dasgupla, HZSL01Y of Indian Philosophy
 
Vol. II., P. 193). Swanli Prajnanananda SarasvatI has, how- 
ever, put him after Vidyaran
a in the 15th Century A.D.3 
However, the most wideI) known commentary on the 
Paficap1idlkavzvmana is Taltvadzpana by Akhal
dananda Muni. 
In the introductory versel} of his COlllmentary, it is found that 
he pa)s high tributes to srThodhaprthvidhara, his preceptor, 
pClhaps i\.nandagiri (M. M. A J{. Sastri's Sanskrit Introduc- 


1 Rcgal'dll1g IdcntIficatJoll of JanJl'dana, father of ViSlfubhattopJ.dhy:1ya, 
and .
nd.ndagll'l (\\110 later took thlS l1l011D.!>tw name) and also regardmg 
idcnt]fi('atlOn of JanJ.ldana a::. the prcceI)tor of ,4.khaJfgananda, author of 
,>11ot,hcl' famous commentary on Par1r(Jpti.dll.al iL'ara
ia viz, Tatt1:adipana, 
\.Ide 1'wlasuJJI'fJalw {Baroda, 1917)-Introduction by Mr Tripathi. 
.! Dr S N Dasgupia, HZ8t011j of hJrlwn Ph
lo80phy, Vol. II., P. 192. 
, Vlde VCtl(7J1lad(JJ{,lCI
er It
lw.8a (in BengalI) (pt. 1. Pp. 92-93). 
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tion to Calcutta Sanskrit Series No.1, whereIn he has also 
subscribed to the view that J anardana and Anandagiri are 
.equal and also that this Xnandagiri is the preceptor of 
AkhaI).gananda). Tradition is also vcry strong to regard 
Akbanc;lananda as one of the disciples of Xnandagiri (Mr. 
Tripathi's Introduction to 1'a r kasarng,aha_Baroda). But this 
tradition is somewhat contradicted b) the author's own colophon 
where he describes himself as the disciple of AkhaQc;lanubhiiti. 
But this may have an appellative significance. We can put hiln 
to a period contemporaneous with I).jul.'ivara(la by Visnu. 
bhat
opadhyaya and in the middle of the 16th the Vedanfrzo 
paribh1i
li of Dharma,aJiidhvarindra was composed which sup- 
poses the full development of the Vlvaratza along with its 
commentary-literature. 
Another commentary on the Paficap1idlkavlvara
za was 
written by Nr si ri1hasramamuni whose date is the beginning of 
the 16th Century A.D. This work is known by the name of 
Vzvarar;,abhavaprakaszka and has yet to be published. Still 
.another work following the PaiicapadzllaVl"Oar01Ja written by 
Ramananda Sarasvati is known as the Vl1)ara
20panrylisa; and 
has been publhhed from Benares. 
Now we come to Dharmarajadhavarindla whose Vedlintll- 
panbhlisa is one of the most well-known works on Vedanta 
Epistemology. Dharmarajadhvarlndra was the disciple of 
Srimadveilkatanatha whose preceptor was Nrsimha or Nr si ri1hd- 
srama, and his date is the middle of the 16th Century A.D. 
This work marks a mile-stone in the histor) of the dialectical 
literature of Advaita Vedanta, for it deals exhaustively with 
different means of valid knowledge and the cpistemological 
problems connected therewith. This work follows the VIvarana 
School and quotes the author of the PancajXidika:uivarana. 
The other well-known dialcctical works of Advaita Philo- 

ophy are Tattvapradzp'lka by citsukhacarya (end of 12th Cent. 
A.D.), Khar;,danakhanq.akhadya by Sri Harsa (end of 12th 
Century A.D) and Paficada.fi (in verse) by Vid'aranya (end of 
14th Century A.D.). All these works follow the tenets of the 
Pa11capadikav'lvarana in matters of conclusion., of the Advait.a 
Metaphysics. 
Of special interest for the study of the Pancapadikavivara]Ja. 
is the Vzvaranaprameyasarhgraha of VidyaraJ).)a. Vidyaranya i
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the monastic nanle of M3:dhava who was Chief Minister oE 
Bukka I, King of ViJaynagar, who flourished towards the close 
of the 14th Century A.D.4. His other important works on 
Vedanta are the PaficadaJi referred to above and ]zvanmukti- 
vzveka. This Vzvara1Japrameyasa1hgraha is a lucid analysis of 
the conclusions arrived at by Prakasatmayati in hIS Paficap1idik1i- 
vivara1Ja. Without this handbook the work of Prak3:satmayat.i 
cannot be fully studied. 
Two other important metaphysical and logical descendants. 
in this School are Sarvajfiatmamuni (End of 8th Century A.D. 
-cf. the last verse of Sarhk
epa-slirtraka) and the commonly- 
designated Praka
arthakara Or Praka
arthavivaranak3:ra (Circa" 
IJ th- 13th Century A.D.) known by his work. The former 
-wrote the magnificent versified form of logical disputation 
in Vedanta known as the Sarhk
epa-sari1'aka Vidyara
1ya's. 
Paiicadasi refmed to above is also in verse bringing out dearly 
the metaphysical side of Advaita Philosophy. Prakafartha- 
viva r a1Ja was. written by an author having no special name to 
be known by, and is a faithful study in the dialectical art of 
establishing the Advaita theories. These two works reveal 
many dark corners in the philosophy of the Advaita School 
of Vedanta following the current initiated by Padmapada. 


4 There is an interestmg study on the tradItional identIty of these 
two in IRQ, Vol VI., No 4 (Pp. 701 ff.) by R. Rama Rao in his article,. 
"Vldyiiranya and Madhavacarya." 



ERRATA 
/Page Lzne For Read 
1-63 Nyaiyayikas Naiyayikas 
2 36 Vzvarla1;,la V ivara1Ja 
3 6 sarav'a1J4 srav'a'lJa 
.C) 9 sViidhyayo' dhye tavyah svadhyiiyo' dhye tavyalJ. 
:J 
:3 12 insert & before eliivadare 
3 26 take their take its 
9 4 vidhanii1'h vidJhinarh 
12 28 If. vidhyayaka v1idhiiyaka 
17 13 judgment judgement 
19 1 postulated possible 
]9 16 bhiivabhaviit JlZal ii bhiiviibhiivatmatii 
30 21 postuuation postulation 
'32 39- ]. 
34 2 tDjniina ar nana 
34 6 inspite in spite 
35 38 syaivii-ast ha b he d'ii sya.iviivasthiibheda 
'37 35 (karnza) ,(katrman) 
37 40 'karmas ka.rmans 
'38 6 If. karmttS karmafls 
'39 12 jndgme:ots judgements 
41 5 V zraratza V ivara
la 
41 6 A kha
uj,ananda AkhaI).Q.ananda 
4.1 16 Form From 
41 20 whenct whence 
44 27 Paiicapiidlkii. Pa.ficapiidlkii, 
44 29 striyiirh 
.sItriyarh 
44 31 . . . 
 after Tatlvadiipana 
47 15 ut ta'1'"ot tara,l,zddher 'UfAtarat tariisilldher 
47 18 T mttvad'iPana. Tattv a dzpa'na,7 
48 38 anyataran'lredeJe anyataranzrdese 
48 40 T attvadipana. Tattv'{u:lipana
 
52 1511. judgment judgemen t 
53 4 judgment judgement 
54 30 judgmental judgemen tal 
54 39 j udgn1en t judgemen t 
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Page Lzne For Read 
55 29 If. judgment judgement 
56 35 d 0.Junz m l t la(l do
ani ml tta
l 
57 5 VlSzSt ariieyanimztto vlSi
farfieyanzmZf to 
57 38 svasa1jlbandhesvarthe
u 
vasarh badd he
va'J"the yu 
58 15 fl. vyavahiinka vyiivahii'J lka 
63 27 well-known well known 
66 12 Advaitist Advaltists 
67 I up to up to 
69 I upto up to 
69 25 ) after 'probandum' 
70 21 N aiyayikas Nai}'ayika 
70 39 ( before Paficap1id.ikii 
71 13 that and 
74 24 but as 
79 9 pa'rtzpannalve pratlPannatve 
81 3 after 'Ignorance' and 
after 'one' 
81 30 Consciousness consciousness 
82 29 If. Consciousness consciousness 
83 14 whereform wherefrom 
84 39 d isvaharh-pratyayaJj, di Jvaharhpratyayal} 
84 40 l.lt taro ta'ragharaderz ti u.t lardf. taraghatiiilerzti 
85 5 vr ttzh 11r.l,/)Zl} 
87 35 ayattatviidicchii iiyattatviidzccha 
87 40 p'rasldhyabhave' p"iti praszddhyabhave' pZti 
88 39 
 juvivarana lJ.. juvivara'lJa 
90 3 ) after ad'hyiisabhiiJya 
90 39 Vzva'ra
za. Vivara
za., 
92 36 Pancapiid'ikli. Paiicapadzkii., 
93 25 
is' after 'this' 
96 33 vzSistadeSakiila. v iSlS {adeSakiila- 
sambadham sam baddham 
97 16 prie st priest 
97 19 udgata 'lldg1it"ii 
98 24 no any 
99 15 vyavahiirika vyiivahiirzka 
102 30 yO'1<tho' kankiiral} yo;rtho'hankaral} 
105 6 pradzp'aprabh1ivat prailipaprab hiiv()).t 
£05 12 ) after 'sanction" 



ERRATA 275-- 
Page Line For Read 
107 16 anzsaya anzsaya 
107 35 kiiryakii'J'anab hiiva kii:ryakiira'Yfab hava 
108 8 BhagavadgZia Bha
vadgita 
108 23 Saksz-caz,tanya Slik
icaztalnya 
109 39 srva1Jiid l srava1Jiidi 
III 20 sarhvzt samvl,t 
112 14 sarvajfiiit va sarva jfiatva 
114 28 kiira1Jameviist ht tam kii'J-a'(lameviivaSJ
hz ta 1 n 
116 16 delete - after 'Pure' 
117 21 'jiianablrodht jfiiinarftl1'odhi 
ll8 37 iivacchina avacchznna 
118 39 biddhyaniidz vldd,hyaniidz 
118 39 Gita Gztii 
118 39 13/20 13/19 
119 34 judgments judgements 
120 1 Prakasatmayati Prakasatmayati 
121 8 inspite in spite 
121 37 apperance appearance 
126 32 puramiitma pu'rvamiitma 
126 34 jiianarh after pratya
a- 
in line 33 
126 43 natJj,re kar'iidh
 lyarh natire karrah'itya,rh, 
126 44 "ityaha ityaha 
127 3 fundmental fundamental 
128 26 Bha
yakara Bha
yakara 
128 38 avidya'Y ii ; grhy ama 1J a avidyayii
 grhya.mii1Ja 
128 39 lak
a1Jii1hso lak
a1Jiimso 
129 36 esse case 
133 8 ayasasca ayasa.sca 
136 5 k
ti k!-ti 
136 18 Prakasatmayati's Prakisitmayati's 
142 6 iden tial identical 
145 31 Udyotakara U ddyotakara 
145 36 organs organs 
146 9 If. Udyotakara U ddyotakara 
155 36 B1}. a tta Bhatta 
157 38 vyiip;iravatvamiitram vyaparavaUvamatrarh 
157 39 vyiiparava'tvam vyapiiravattvam 
158 30 after lsubject' 
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Page Line 
162 1 
164 25 
166 2
) 


167 

9 
171 

 
171 36 
] 75 40 
178 19 
178 

3 
180 22 
1 SO 33 ;If. 
181 36 
182 2 
182 4 
182 4 
183 33 
183 38-39 
188 () 
188 9 
HS8 15 
189 28 
] 89 

5 
190 21 fJ. 
]91 -1- 
]91 13 
191 19 
] 91 3G 
191 38 
J92 10 fJ 
192 3] 
194 23 
J 95 J 6 
195 20 
19
} 

6 ff 
] 95 

7 
197 7 
197 21 
197 <
9 


ERRATA 


Em 
jiianalii 
he 
. 'consciousness as the 
01" 
., nedarnarhSah" 
paiicapallthii. 
priibhakara 
Tar;tvaprad'lil n1 w 
.self-Iunlinou') nor 
cdansyiifrt 
inspi te 
karma 
T aMvad'ipana 
p r ama1JaPhalatv{ll 


Tattvadipautl. 
conscious, 
vyiipikiiraya 
consciousne::,s, 
T attvadtzpana. 
VzvaralJa. 
pItasrhv'l/ 
het 'lttve nlinublwr.tf avam 
principi 
PUiislirhvi /, 
Vl
 e.fiavyiivr11ya 


pi lasarhvzdo 
szddlzyatt 
principi 
samvidaJ:t 
seem 
something, 


vyaVtc1b'Q,
 
Vli,Sesanam 
citsvab hava , 
'"I'-consciousnc')s 
jJ I.'iaylinub lzavfl17Zeva 


Read 
jfiatatii 
the 
"c.ollsciousness as thc 


'1' " 


, {nedarnaJhSa(l.' 
Paficapiidl kli 
 
Prabhakara 
TaN V'Q p radvjJlkii 
')eH-luminou":o, or 
ce tallasy ii f} l 
in spite 
kannan 
Tatlv'adzpana
 
p ra mil r.zap ha lat viil 
[ belore 'Taltvad"ipana' 
Tall vad'i palla 
 
conscious. 
vyilpikiirya 
consciousness. 
Tattvadzpana, 
V.ivara1Ja, 
prtasamvit 
hel ulve nanll bltava/va'm 
principii 
pilasamvzl 
vtfe Javy iivrtt)' ii 
delete 'on' after 'even' 
pztasarhvulo 
sldlzyallt 
principii 
sa1hVldalt 
seems 
something. 
) after 'lamp' 
vya b hricib a/:l 
vlSeya1Jarn 
cz,tsvab lziiva 
°I'-consciou
nes') 
v:z.\ayanubhavameva 



Page 
198 
200 
201 
201 
201 
202 
202 
204 
'205 
205 
206 
'206 
'207 
210 
'210 
21] 
212 
212 
212 
212 
213 
214 
'214 
214 
214 
'214 
215 
219 
219 
221 
222 
'223 
224 
226 
227 
229 
'231 
233 
233 


,ERRATA 


Lzne For 
1 Prakasatmayati's. 
39 vi
aryiiva,bhasalJ 
31 d,ra
trvam 
37 syat miiniikiiro,tv'iin 
38 tadahzna 
34 ahankara syiiditz 
37 p'rasaktzl} 
30 Tattvl{J,d7ipana. 
33 judgments! 
40 vrttyiiva 
5 


10 sukhi 
33 dUl:zkhasarhbandhli 
22 If. rememberance 
36 
30 vyavaharika 
7 sak5ca,zto,nya 
14 sukhanubhavyol:z 
14 siiksicaztanyasya 
27 Schoool 
I avidyavl(ttz 
13 smrf)i{z 
20 na 
22 viitikakarazh 
26 Advaztasidhz 
27 Edn. 
31 eIecticism 
25 jzvahood 
35 bhedesiddhyartha 
5 (T i tIe) IMAGE-CHARAECTER 
12 aiiirviicyam 
4 piidiin{J).ttva 
34 to 
17 
18 
11 
37 
39 
39 


proveable 
Self, 
naisaragtko'yarh 
sak ytJi
ayatvam 
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Read 
Prakasatmaya ti' s 
rtJz
ayiivab haS(L 
drtl
trtvam 
sy at ma,niikaratviin 
f adadhina 
ahankiiral:z syaditi 
prasaktil} 
TattvadTPana, 
judgements 
v]1ttav'a 
delete ) after £sukha; 
sukhi 
duJ;khasarhbandhii 
relnembrance 
) after £explains' 
vyavahiirzka. 
siik.plcaztanya 
sukhiinubhavayol} 
5iik
zcai l anyasya 
School 
av,idyiivrttz!J 
smr tih 
'no, 
viirllkakarail:z 
A dvo,i I aszddhti 
Edn; 
eclecticism 
ji"tlfl,hood 
bhedas,id'd'hyartha 
IMAGE-CHARACTER 
(lJ,niruiicyam 
piidiina [va 
to 
delete, after 'view' 
provable 
Self ; 
naisargzko'yarh 
sa kSLviso,yaf:tJam 
, after 'Edn.' 



218 ERRATA 
Paget Line FOT Read 
234 25 antahkara
za (/1ll al:z kara
la 
237 29-30 prescence presence 
237 31 face iace 
239 5 inspite in spite 
239 19 mukhyavyakian imam mukhavyaktyantal am 
239 20 taJjanmalwra
1a l ahan makarall;zaSunya fvii,; 
.;i1nya.tviil 
240 14 appearance appearance 
243 8 ' before na 
246 18 'noe after 'arc' 
246 30 aJii1inalnl:(Jrltz
l ajiiiin an lvrl tz
z 
248 27 If. inspite in spite 
249 4 or of 
249 9 delete . after 
, Con
clOusness' 
249 18 'it' after 'that' 
249 18 focus locus 
249 37 I adapyaJnatvakrtam tadapyajfwtvakTiarn 
253 19 fifth filth 
253 36 inspite in spite 
254 36 aj'iiananzvrttyaupadhzka a1°iiiinanlVJ Ilya'llpiidhdl-a 
254 37 Tat lvadzpana To,ttvadfzpana 
257 5 inspite in spite 
257 ] 3-14 pmtlbzmbapahfi(( pra'tzbzmbapaksa 
257 24 III usorionness ill usori ness 
257 40 Tattvadlpan.a o Tattvad!ipana; 
258 8 predecessor" s predecessor' 
 
262 35 inspi te in spite 
262 39 dependen dependen L 
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